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Truth suppressed, truth distorted, truth 
triumphant — truth is the theme of this 
book by a fearless journalist who has 
made a lifelong crusade for truth in the 
mass media. 


In this book George Seldes tells how the 
facts in the tobacco-and-death, cigarets- 
and-cancer story have been twisted and 
falsified and hidden for nearly three 
decades. 


He reveals why Reader’s Digest isn’t 
a digest, how some members of Congress 
are bought, how a great university 
practiced anti-Semitism and lied about it. 


Through these pages march the heroes 
and scoundrels of mankind’s fateful 
years — the Spanish Civil War, World 
War II, the Korean conflict, the bitter, 
controversial Vietnam war, and the brief 
uneasy peacetime years between the 
wars. From his unusual vantage point 
in history, Seldes gives his personal 
reminiscences and judgments of Hey- 
wood Broun, Senator Joseph McCarthy, 
Eleanor Roosevelt, George Sokolsky, 
Bruce Minton, Colonel Robert R. McCor- 
mick, Arnold Gingrich, the Press Lords 
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The Chance of a Lifetime 


One xt 
THREE FALSE CHANCES 


Books have changed men’s lives. And it is probably true that one line in a 
book—a profound truth, one the reader recognizes is meant for him—may 
be as effective. 

Years before I believed, rightly or wrongly, that newspaper work meant 
freedom of the individual, as well as escape from the conventional world, 
I read the sage of Walden’s most generally accepted great truism: “The 
mass of men lead lives of quiet desperation.” A summing up of the whole 
human tragedy, la comédie humaine, the human situation. I was determined 
never to be a member of the silent desperate majority. 

The time was long before the “second oldest profession” was led out of the 
red light district of American free enterprise into the green pastures of 
guild unionism. Yet there prevailed among newspapermen a feeling of 
emancipation, and also one of false superiority; we stood high and disdain- 
ful above the polloi about whom we wrote so much. This was a feeling we 
shared with such other individuals we frequently met as pickpockets and 
gangsters and professional law-breakers, successful swindlers and philosophi- 
cal anarchists as well as all the uprooted, tramps, and hoboes—and such 
other really free men. I encountered the “feeling of superiority” thirty years 
before Alfred Adler explained his theory to me in Vienna one day. 

There were, however, frustrations. Although no one worked on an assem- 
bly line, we were still hired hands—and brains—directed by an owner, 
following orders, no one a free agent. And so always one could hear the 
younger and less sophisticated who had not yet surrendered to the world, 
talking over beer and bourbon about some day owning a small newspaper, or 
a grass-roots weekly, or being part owner, or at least a contributor to some 
sort of publication which would tell the truth. 

Everyone spoke of “the chance of a lifetime,” but for all except a very 
few it never came. Age, routine, the pleasures of the press club, a lot of 
liquor, marriage, and hostages to fortune trapped the vast majority; and a 
few found satisfaction in contributing—usually without pay, or perhaps at 
a cent or two a word—to the several liberal weeklies, notably The Nation 
and the New Republic, and even to the more leftward New Masses (where 


id 


12 NEVER TIRE OF PROTESTING 


Ermest Hemingway, for example, published a journalistic exposé of govern- 
mental criminal negligence which had caused the deaths of many Ameri- 
can war veterans in a storm off Key West). And eventually there was The 
Guild Reporter, organ of the first union of newspapermen, which invited 
its membership to report on the follies and the corruption of the American 
press. 

“How does the press use its freedom?” read the epigraph of the Free 
Press page of The Guild Reporter. “This department proposes to keep a 
running check. To make it, we want clippings of news that is colored or 
distorted, and reports of suppression from New York to San Francisco and 
all points between. We also want to know about outstanding crusades and 
exposés....” (The Guild, it will be noted, took distortion and, suppression 
of news for granted; it endorsed crusades and exposés. And it was exactly 
on these same premises that my newsletter, In fact, was founded a decade 
later. ) 

At Heywood Broun’s invitation I contributed to the Free Press page 
anonymously, being then no longer a newspaper writer and therefore not 
a member of the union. Broun was my friend and colleague from the days 
of the press section of General John J. Pershing’s army in France. When 
I first met him he had not the shadow of an idea in his head of a guild or 
association of newspaper workers. It was his wife, Ruth Hale, a Lucy 
Stoner, a woman with a social conscience and a believer in causes, who was 
interested in the status of our colleagues. 

Almost all newspapermen working for the Paris Chicago Tribune and 
Herald Tribune were being paid about $25 a week, not enough for decent 
living for Americans. (For $25 a week I was not only the entire editorial staff 
of the Army Edition of the Tribune but for several weeks I was managing 
editor.) Because Americans wanted to live in Paris—there was not a single 
lost generation soul in this group—the newspaper owners cheated them of 
about half their pay. (The group included Eugene Jolas, Elliot Paul, and 
others of Transition, William Shirer, Vincent Sheean, Vergil Geddes, James 
Thurber, Henry Miller—proofreader; and when David Darrah started a 
Sunday supplement he had as low-paid contributors Ford Maddox Ford and 
James Joyce. ) 

Years earlier, when I was making up the city edition of the Pittsburgh 
Post, the foreman, Sterling, taunted me about my low salary: Typographical 
Union men got twice as much for setting type as reporters who were sweat- 
ing for and even risking their lives for news stories. “Can I join the Typo- 
graphical?” I asked Sterling. “Form your own union,” he replied, and I 
never forgot his words. 

In Paris in 1918 it was Ruth Hale, and not Heywood Broun, who listened 
to this recounted episode and who replied with enthusiam. Then, in 1934, 
when the New Deal made a great many things possible, Heywood organized 
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an independent American Newspaper Guild (which later joined the Con- 
gress of Industrial Organizations and is now a part of the AFL-CIO), 


At the time I was contributing little items to the Free Press page and 
concluding my report on Spain for the New York Post, my literary agent, 
Miss Nannine Joseph, was informed that William Randolph Hearst had 
somehow come upon a reprint of my book, World Panorama, stillborn dur- 
ing the Bank Holiday in 1933, and wanted me to do a similar job, in 
monthly sections, for the Cosmopolitan magazine. 

I protested I could not work for Hearst. The noted historian, Charles A. 
Beard, had described the Hearst publications as the cesspool of American 
journalism, and I had repeated this phrase in several books. I was skeptical 
of advance promises that I would be absolutely free to write as I pleased 
and about anything I pleased, just so long as it was in the mood and style 
of World Panorama, which had caught Mr. Hearst’s fancy. Nonetheless a 
meeting was arranged. 

I told Bert McBride, editor of Cosmopolitan, that Mr. Hearst would not 
print a line of anything I wrote. Mr. McBride repeated the Hearst assur- 
ances of absolute freedom. And so we made a compromise. I would write 
a sample Panorama, some 3,000 words, and if after reading it Hearst still 
wanted to employ me I would take the job at any price. (I had been told 
that eventually it would be worth $25,000 a year. ) 

I did not quixotically go out of the way to offend Mr. Hearst. I remember 
that one of the things I wrote about was a new pacifist play, Johnny Get 
Your Gun, which all the Hearst organs had attacked and which I praised. 
It is quite possible that I mentioned a fraud order of the Federal Trade 
Commission against some popular drug or cosmetic, as I had always made 
the suppression of such news items a (minor) test of the freedom of the 
press. I am sure that the longest of the four or five components of the 
Panorama dealt with the war in Spain. 

That was an event which was a turning point in the lives of many 
men in all parts of the world: people chose sides and many who had lived 
aloof from politics and causes found themselves for the first time com- 
mitted. The evil forces of Hitler’s Nazism and Mussolini’s fascism and the 
Spanish corruptions and treason—it seemed that everything evil in the 
world was on one side, and all the opposites on the other. For once in his- 
tory, for one people at least—it could not in those days be said that the 
mass of Spanish people continued their lives of quiet desperation—there 
was for once something fine and noble burning in the eyes of everyone 
and audible in the shouts of pan y libertad (bread and liberty) which filled 
the streets of beleaguered Madrid. 

I could not write about Spain without offending Mr. Hearst, the man who 
had boasted he paid Mussolini one dollar a word, and had hired Hitler and 
Goering and Goebbels and fascists and Nazis in America also, and who now 
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was lying about the Loyalist Republic. Nor could I write about Spain with- 
out mentioning the Church which Mr. Hearst supported and to which Mrs. 
Hearst belonged and into which all the Hearst children had been baptized. 
One cardinal had remained faithful to the Republic (Barraquer y Vidal); 
the churches of Barcelona had been burned not by Republicans but by 
unattached anarchists; there was no Russian infantry in Spain, but there 
were four full Italian divisions which had been defeated and had run away 
from the battlefield of Brihucga (to this day erroneously called the Battle 
of Guadalajara); and a score of other facts which I recounted. 
I never again heard from Mr. Hearst. 


The telephone rang in my little farmhouse in Woodstock, Vermont; it 
was Chicago calling, and I was offered the first real chance of a lifetime. 

The voice was that of Arnold Gingrich, whom I had met at my brother's 
home. He told me about a new magazine, “one step left of center,” honest, 
liberal, courageous, free—and also slick, illustrated, popular, aimed at the 
millions and reaching all the people: Would I care to write the press 
section? 

Then come at once to Chicago and talk it over with the owner of Esquire, 
David Smart; the new magazine would be called “Ken—the insider’s world.” 

In addition to the press department I suggested a column with the rubric 
“Nail That Lie” which I assured Gingrich and Smart would never lack 
for material: It was to reprint news items of a day or a year before with 
denials, or what actually happened; and also all sorts of advertising—food, 
medicine, cosmetics—side by side with the Federal Trade Commission’s 
fraud orders against the same purveyors. 

And a column of parallel quotations with photographs of “notable” men 
of the day, with their past endorsement of Hitler and Mussolini and Father 
Charles E. Coughlin; the leading Nazi agents in America with their en- 
dorsements of Congressman Martin Dies; and outrageous quotations— 
racial, anti-Semitic, pure hatred—which were never reported although they 
had appeared in the Congressional Record; even a leading columnist’s 
forgotten paragraph in favor of lynching. 

And, for the body of the magazine, why not vast exposés in the manner 
of the old New York World, which with its sister Pulitzer paper, the St. 
Louis Post-Dispatch, alone had the courage to attack the Ku Klux Klan and 
other manifestations of American native fascism—why not revive crusading 
journalism, not for what was sensational, but for what was significant and 
a public service? 

Again, why not a series of articles telling the inside story of the American 
Legion? Did anyone know the who, why, when, where and how of the 
Legion? 

Also, a series on the private lives of the dictators. 
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A story on the International Brigade in Spain, “the greatest shock troops 
in the world today.” 

Once a month a big investigation of the press of a state or its metropolis. 

Once a month a main article in a series “Falsehood in Peace and War,” 
historical and present—Ernest Hemingway might do the one on press lies 
from Spain. 

When I had concluded, Smart said: “You've got what I want. Instead of 
doing the press department, I want you to be editor.” 

I knew this was too good to be true. 

“Mr. Smart,” I said, playing the devil’s advocate, “some of these stories 
will get you into trouble with the advertisers.” 

Mr. Smart didn’t think so. 

“Take the Legion,” I went on. “If you are going to name the officers who 
created it, and tell the reasons they did so, you'll get no advertising from 
the great corporations they now represent.” 

(“What's that about the Legion?” Smart had said just as I got started.) 

“The Legion was originated in Paris,” I explained, “by officers only—one 
enlisted man, or it may have been a sailor, was present. The officers were 
corporation lawyers, millionaires, bank presidents, the head of a billion- 
dollar insurance company. Their purpose was to keep the United States 
from going liberal—they called it radical, even Bolshevik. It was to be an 
employer's arm in controlling labor. It began with a Royal Family, or 
Kingmakers as they were later called, who were to rule and hand down the 
rule, and the rank and file were to have no say. And it worked out that way. 
Heywood Broun is on record saying the Legion breaks more strikes than 
the National Guard and the police. And then, there is the suppressed story 
of the congressional investigation of the plot by Legion officials to depose 
Roosevelt and rule the United States.” 

Mr. Smart had never heard all these things. His eyes lit, he was as happy 
as a man who had found gold in those hills. He said: “We'll run the Legion 
story in the first issue. It'll make America sit up and it'll sell a million 
copies of Ken.” 

I continued: “Mr. Smart, I'm an old hand at this game, and I know what 
happened to Lincoln Steffens and the other great muckrakers, and all the 
magazines that published great exposés. The advertisers got them. The 
bankers got them. The paper supply people got them. They were boycotted 
by big business, pressed financially, they were killed off.” 

Smart said: “You leave this end to me. We've got nothing to be afraid of. 
We can run indefinitely on the profits from Esquire.” ' 

Then I made my best point for the devil: “But they'll get you at Esquire 
too,” I insisted. “The advertisers will withdraw from Esquire also, or fail 
to renew....” 

And then Mr. Smart, speaking for the angels of heaven, made his best 
point: “We’re invulnerable,” he said. “They can’t touch Esquire. Look, what 


16 NEVER TIRE OF PROTESTING 


have we got there? Mostly men’s clothes and liquor. These people need us 
as much as we need them. Some ask to advertise, we don’t have to club them 
as most magazines do. I tell you we are invulnerable, they can’t hurt us.” 

At this moment I was convinced that nothing would stop the success of 
Ken—the insider’s world. 

“I'd take this job for nothing,” I said de profundis. 

Later I realized that in my blind enthusiasm I had overlooked several 
suspicious things—the first was the big white lie Smart published through- 
out America announcing that Ernest Hemingway, Paul de Kruif, Raymond 
Swing, and I were to be the four working editors of Ken. In fact, Gingrich 
in Chicago was the chief editor and I was the editor in New York—Heming- 
way, De Kruif, and Swing were contributors. 

And I had overlooked Smart’s proposal that we employ among regular 
contributors the columnist George Sokolsky. Smart dropped the subject 
when I told him that Sokolsky had been exposed by the Nye munitions 
committee as a secret munitions dealer while working for the Times, and 
that he would be named shortly by the La Follette Committee as a secret 
employee of the National Association of Manufacturers and the Iron and 
Steel Institute as a strikebreaking lecturer and propagandist—while work- 
ing for the Herald Tribune. And that Sokolsky had already been exposed 
as secretly dealing with the Japanese while editing a magazine for the 
Chinese. If the term “prostitute” still fitted anyone in the American press, 
it fitted George Sokolsky best. How could Smart have proposed that name? 

In my first three months in the New York office I wrote eighty-three items, 
seven long articles on the American Legion, four of similar length (3,000 
to 5,000 words) on Falsehoods in Peace and War, dozens of columns for 
the “lie detector’—a total between 80,000 and 100,000 words. 

Hundreds of members of the Newspaper Guild and other writers besieged 
me with articles and ideas—the gossip columnists had spread the word that 
Ken would be the first popular magazine in American history “left of cen- 
ter,’ liberal and pro-labor, “to tell the truth and shame the devil,” to “defy 
the foul fiend” of Big Business and Big Money. We could have amazed the 
country. 

Smart thought the Legion articles would “knock them dead,” and told me 
to write them first. Gingrich had evolved a brilliant new style for Ken: 
It was to be dynamic, modern, using sometimes the motion picture tech- 
niques, sometimes those of newsreels, close-ups, flashbacks, vast panoramas, 
intimate studies, headlines, news clippings, pieces of documentation, quo- 
tations, all woven into a bold, breathless pattern of onrushing narrative . . . 
and if this does not quite tell what the style was there is no illustration of 
it, as it was never really tried out. 

As an experiment I began my first of the Legion series with two headlines 
and a statement from newspapers, documented, marked “To be set in red 
type” at the top of the page: 
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GUILD PAPER ASSAILS 
LEGION AS ENEMY NO. lL 


LIBERTIES UNION 
CALLS LEGION IsT 
IN REPRESSION 


“I’ve never known one leader of the American Legion who has never sold them 
out—and I mean it.”—General Smedley Butler, New York Times. 


Underneath these three items the first staccato paragraphs of the first 
article read: 


The factual record of the American Legion should be the answer to all charges 
coming from both the Right and the Left. 

The Legion is one of the largest and most powerful organizations in America. 
It can be one of the greatest forces for progress or reaction. That it will have much 
to say about the course of American history is a platitude; that its past record 
is open to severe criticism is a misfortune. 

The criticism cannot be dismissed by the cry of ‘Red.’ That would be adding 
falsehood to cowardice. 

The Legion must meet the charges against it from all quarters. 

It must either answer the charges decently or mend its ways. 


Then, with a suggestion of using red type again, and indenting the matter, 
there followed: 


The Charges Against the Legion 

I. That it has promoted repressive legislation in conflict with the Bill of 
Rights. 
That it has become the leading strikebreaking agency in the United States. 
That it denies free speech and free assembly to those it opposes politically. 
That it joins with militarists and jingoists in fighting peace movements. 
That its record is full of blood and violence. 
That it has fostered vigilante movements. 
That it has fought true Americanism while proclaiming itself 100 per cent 
American. 

8. That it is a reactionary organization, and therefore the potential nucleus 
of a Fascist Party in the U.S. 


Nawsr wp 


I had all the documentary evidence on each of these eight charges, but 
to confirm certain points I sent out many letters. One of them was addressed 
to the former Legion commander, Alvin Owsley, ambassador to Ireland, 
who had been quoted (NEA copyright) saying: 

“If ever needed, the American Legion stands ready to protect our coun- 
try’s institutions and ideals as the Fascisti dealt with the destructionists 
who menaced Italy.” 

“By taking over the government?” he was asked. 

“Exactly that! .. . Do not forget that the Fascisti are to Italy what the 
American Legion is to the United States. And that Mussolini, the new 
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premier, was the commander of the Legion—the ex-servicemen of Italy.” 
Ambassador Owsley replied from Copenhagen, his new post, confirming 
the interview. 
I asked Bernard Shaw if on hearing of the Legion’s constitutional 
declaration of 100 per cent Americanism he had said that anyone who was 
100 per cent anything was 95 per cent a damn fool. Shaw replied: 


Dear Mr. Seldes: I cannot remember the exact wording of the statement to 
which you allude; but what I meant was that in my experience a man who calls 
himself a 100% American and is proud of it, is generally 150% an idiot politically. 
But the designations may be good business for the war veterans. Having bled for 
their country in 1861 and 1918, they have bled it all they could subsequently. 
And why not? G. Bernard Shaw 


In the sixth article naming the Legion founders and their financial and 
economic interests, appeared this paragraph: Franklin D’Olier, first national 
commander; vice president, Prudential Insurance Co.; director Chase Na- 
tional Bank, National Biscuit Co., Pennsylvania Railroad. 

This mention was fatal: It was a ricocheting bullet which helped to kill 
the magazine. 

Offices all around me filled up with business and advertising men, and 
several of them became my friends. From the first day I was to hear nothing 
but reports of failure: It was almost impossible to sign up anyone for a 
$900 page in the first or any other issue. But one morning, without being 
solicited, an advertiser telephoned and asked for a contract. The solicitor 
thought the boycott had cracked. He took the order to the general manager. 
The latter looked at it. “Hell, no,” he shouted; “this is Consumers Union; 
it’s an outfit which tests goods and tells consumers which are good and 
which are bad. It’s the greatest menace to advertising in the country. Phone 
them and tell them over our dead body.” 

One of the solicitors told me confidentially: “The agencies will not sup- 
port any publication in America which is democratic or liberal, and cer- 
tainly one which says it is even one step left of center. All that they are 
asking of us is that we change our policy and become anti-labor and anti- 
liberal.” 

The Esquire business office moved into New York. Mr. David Smart burst 
into my office white with fury. “Who told you to write those Legion arti- 
cles?” he shouted. 

“You did.” 

“Well, damn it, I've been trying to sign up Prudential Life for three years; 
they keep saying Esquire isn’t their type. So I’m about to land them for Ken 
when I read your piece about a bunch of bankers forming the Legion and 
controlling it, and Franklin D’Olier of Prudential one of its Royal Family. 
We haven't a chance to get this ad if we run your Legion series.” 

Smart gave a banquet to the advertising agency men. Then he called a 
meeting of thirty or forty of them, which was held in an office near mine. 
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The “big four” and many others spoke their pieces: Young & Rubicam; J. 
Walter Thompson; N. W. Ayer; Batten, Barton, Durstine & Osborn; others 
whose names I have forgotten. Gingrich wrote me: “The advertising men not 
only put me up against the wall, they pushed me through the wall.” And 
again, later: 

“The financial winds seem to be blowing the daylights out of that ap- 
parently fair-weather form of liberalism that was one of the major tenets 
of Ken as you and I first planned it.” 

One of my friends in the advertising department told me that an agency 
which he identified only as “representing the Morgan interests’—it could 
have been J. Walter Thompson—had told Smart it would withdraw eight 
color pages worth $64,000 from Esquire “if as much as one line pro labor 
appeared in Ken.” 

Another solicitor told me confidentially that Smart had promised there 
would be a change in policy: Ken would become an anti-Communist pub- 
lication. 

Before he left for Chicago, Smart told me he wanted none of the articles 
I had written or planned—only the series on “the love-life of the dictators,” 
notably Mussolini and Hitler. 

The only hope of saving the magazine, I thought, would be protests by 
Hemingway and De Kruif, who by now were known throughout America 
as the editors, although neither of them did any editing. Remembering the 
day Hemingway discovered “a new language,” cablese, at the Genoa Con- 
ference, I telegraphed him at Key West: 


TYPEWRITTEN PROSPECTUS KEN DEFINITELY LEFTWING 
ANTIFASCIST (.) ADVERTISERS DEMAND REACTIONARY 
ANTILABOR POLICY SUBTHREAT BOYCOTT (.) SMART 
COLDFOOTEDLY SURRENDERED (.) KEN ENTIRELY 
PHONY (.) CONFIDENTIAL 


Hemingway replied: “Thanks. Rush airmail prospectuses all material ask 
dekruif write me immediately. Ernest.” 

I sent all the documentation with a long letter to Hemingway and De 
Kruif. De Kruif wrote me: “Gingrich got me into this thing on the idea 
that it was going to be more than liberal, really progressive. And if your 
various charges are true, I will certainly stop writing for the magazine. 
Meanwhile I shall place your letter before Gingrich and watch him answer 
it.” Shortly afterwards the gossip columns reported that De Kruif had 
resigned. 

Hemingway protested—but he was not an editor, merely a contributor. 
Ken appeared with a color cover of a Moor and featured “The Coming 
Revolt in Morocco.” It had little advertising money and it eventually died. 
Even redbaiting could not save it. 

David Smart, who had told me that he had come from working class 
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people, that deep down in his heart he was a liberal, that his mother had 
known Eugene V. Debs, the Socialist leader, and that Ken would be a 
memorial to her, was shortly afterwards sentenced to two years in prison 
and fined $10,000 for manipulating the stock of his own company. Smart and 
nine others were found guilty of rigging, and profiting by $1,075,000. All 
Esquire-Coronet stockholders outside Smart and his accomplices lost money. 
The judge remitted the jail sentence upon payment of the fines. 


The dream of editing any kind of publication reaching at least one million 
readers and therefore having some influence on American affairs now 
seemed a lost one. But one day a mutual friend, an officer of the New York 
Newspaper Guild, brought to my apartment a very young man named Dan 
Gillmor, who said he needed my advice and had a proposal’ that would 
interest me. He wanted to establish a national daily newspaper in Wash- 
ington or New York. 

“How much would it take to start a metropolitan daily?” asked young 
Mr. Gillmor. (This conversation antedated the famous remark by Henry 
Morgan that “any man with ambition, integrity—and $10,000,000—can 
start a daily newspaper” in America. ) 

I guessed at five, perhaps ten million dollars. I told young Mr. Gillmor 
that Roy Howard had spent more than $5,000,000 on the Telegram and it 
did not succeed until he had combined it with the Evening World. 

Mr. Gillmor was disappointed. What could he do? 

“A magazine, a weekly of some sort,” I suggested, “like The Nation or the 
New Republic, perhaps, but not a literary or political publication. An hon- 
est news weekly. But that would take at least one million dollars.” 

At whieh point young Mr. Gillmor reached into his jacket pocket and 
took out a long envelope containing the proof he had at least one million 
dollars. 

Well! This was not a dream. Here was a million and a rather naive but 
idealistic young man—the son of Admiral Gillmor, as I later learned— 
willing to risk every cent on a noble purpose. 

We began to talk practically. Even a million was not too much. “You 
must start modestly, say with only four pages—unless you are going to 
accept advertising; you ought to publish all the suppressed news.” And I 
repeated many of the ideas I had offered Mr. Smart. 

At this point I expected Mr. Gillmor to make his modest proposal. But 
he merely absorbed everything and left without an offer. 

I did not see him again that year. When his slick weekly, Friday, was 
launched he asked me to do an item or two. I wrote them. The publication, 
like its owner, was idealistic. It meant well, but it had a muddled policy 
and no sense of direction. When it suspended, for lack of advertising, the 
columnists reported Dan Gillmor’s loss to have been between $800,000 and 
$1,000,000. 
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The Guild Reporter page, the Cosmopolitan affair, the Ken debacle, and 
the Friday episode were followed by still one more, and perhaps the only 
real “chance of a lifetime.” 

Many years earlier, in either his letters to me or in his review of Freedom 
of the Press or Lords of the Press, Frederick E. Lumley, professor of soci- 
ology at Ohio State University, first suggested a newsletter devoted to the 
press, as a sort of weekly supplement to one of these books. 

The idea was excellent but it needed financing, so I forgot all about it 
until early in 1940 when Bruce Minton, a friend and neighbor, revived it. 
He would solve the money problem in this way: He and I, and two or three 
others he could interest, would each put up five or six hundred dollars, no 
more, and with about $3,000 we would produce several issues of a four-page 
newsletter. If I wrote a prospectus, one of his friends, who would also be a 
partner, would take it to each of hundreds of AFL and CIO union locals 
in New York, asking subscriptions in advance, 25 cents for 22 fortnightly 
issues. When Vol. I, No. 1, appeared May 20, 1940, we had 6,000 subscribers 
and money in the bank. 

My prospectus called In fact “a fortnightly publication of facts, news and 
exposés’ and the first issue was subheaded “For the millions who want a 
free press.” The appeal said in part: 


In fact, a fortnightly news letter that I am launching, has as its purpose to 
supply news for that part of the American people, estimated at 30,000,000, which 
has in several public-opinion polls expressed its doubt as to the honesty of the 
American press. .. . 

In fact will not only give the news that is suppressed, but it will point out a 
worse crime of the commercial press: the bias, distortion, coloration of news and 
headlines—the unfair handling of news that makes unfair public opinion. . . . 

In fact intends to give news, not “dope.” It will publish the real inside news, 


2 


22 NEVER TIRE OF PROTESTING 


the kind newspapers frequently get but dare not print. . . . It will not accept 
advertising, which is still the most corrupting force in journalism. 

In fact . . . will be free from corrupting influences. For myself, I must say that 
I belong to no party, no organization, no group, society or faction. I believe (with 
Euripides) in letting the facts speak for themselves. Since I owe nothing to any- 
one I am in a position to publish facts and to write an editorial opinion which 
is not directly or unconsciously dictated by other forces. . . . 

The viewpoint of In fact is simple: it is in favor of every idea, movement, and 
organization that is for what we carelessly call liberalism, democracy, progress. 
... It believes in the “general welfare” as written in the Constitution, and chal- 
lenges any publication feeding out of the hand of big business to prove by acts 
its policy is the same. 


There were also references to labor union support, and a concluding 
promise that if successful we would become a weekly “and someday publish 
the only really free daily in America.” 

Mr. Minton approved of every word in this statement. 

The first item, column 1, headed “Sworn to Secrecy” was a worldwide 
scoop. It began: 


Eighteen prominent figures met secretly on April 29th in downtown New York 
and decided to do their utmost to abrogate existing neutrality legislation. America, 
they resolved, must be in a position to give whatever aid—even armies—is required 
by the Allies. 

The gathering was apparently called by Frederic R. Coudert, legal adviser to 
the British Embassy in 1915-20. Attending were a number of leaders from church 
and peace organizations and: 

Henry L. Stimson, Secretary of State under Hoover. 

Wendell Wilkie [sic], utility magnate and Republican dark horse. 

Thomas W. Lamont, Morgan partner. 


Among the other participants named were Lewis W. Douglas, onetime 
director of the budget; Frank Polk, onetime counselor of the State Depart- 
ment; and Philip M. Brown, onetime professor of international relations at 
Harvard and Princeton. 

A memorandum, written by Professor Brown, expressed the unanimous 
feeling that “some effort should be made to prevent the Republican presi- 
dential candidates from taking a peace position.” America should arm totally 
and give full aid to Britain and Francc. The last paragraph stated that 
“some days later, Wendell Wilkie made a speech attacking peace forces in 
the U.S.” 

This was the first report published anywhere, I believe, of the meeting, 
which grew into a relationship of Thomas W. Lamont of the firm of J. P. 
Morgan and Wendell Willkie, whom Secretary of the Interior Harold L. 
Ickes, one of my friends and correspondents, was later to call “the barefoot 
boy from Wall Street.” 

In almost every one of the succeeding issues of In fact that year there was 
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either a new item detailing the connection between Willkie, the House of 
Morgan, and the Big Business interests supporting Willkie, or his past and 
shady record as a corrupter of the American press, all officially documented 
in congressional investigations—whose reports, naturally, had been sup- 
pressed by nearly all the newspapers and magazines in the country. 

In our second issue, under the heading, “For President: Willkie; Enemy 
of the Free Press,” I told the story of how the Chattanooga News had been 
ruined by the public utilities a few months earlier, when it was absorbed 
by the Chattanooga Free Press, a situation then deplored by fellow com- 
mercial newspapers. “Today,” my item continued, “the same big business 
press is boosting for President of the United States onc Wendell L. Willkie, 
head of the Tennessee Electrical Power Co., once part of Commonwealth 
& Southern. It was Willkie’s corporation which ruined the News.” (The 
documentation then followed. ) 

By the time I was writing the fifth issue we were already overwhelmed 
with news items sent in by volunteers, reporters, editors, foreign correspon- 
dents, Washington correspondents and free lancers. Throughout the decade 
we had as many as two hundred fellow journalists helping us, several to 
this day known throughout the nation as newspaper, radio, and TV notables. 

To my delight and surprise these included several Hearst employees, one 
of whom had access to the White House; and although many sent in their 
reports anonymously there was no question about the genuineness of the 
dozen or so original documents, each beginning with the words “Chiet 
says. They were usually signed by a secretary, and they usually ordered 
either the suppression of news items, a boycott of the mention of certain 
personalities including Senators, campaigns of smears and vilification against 
leading Democrats, or propaganda for Marion Davies and other Hearst 
interests; and they sometimes included suggestions for editorials praising 
fascism—praising Mussolini for saving Italy from communism. (When my 
files were given to the library of the University of Pennsylvania I removed 
the identification of Hearst and other correspondents who might have been 
embarrassed. ) 

Almost immediately before the Republican Convention in Philadelphia, 
Willkie made an off-the-record speech at the National Press Club in Wash- 
ington which was fairly decisive in getting him the nomination. 

The club was almost 90 per cent lawyers and lobbyists, but 10 per cent 
working correspondents and, although all were pledged to secrecy, the 
news got out that Willkie had proclaimed himself for an industrial dictator- 
ship in the United States—a rule by Big Business without governmental 
interference, check, or controls. I still do not think that I was exaggerating 
when I prepared the text and wrote the subhead: wILLxte’s ANTI-LABOR, PRO- 
FASCIST PLAN. 

The entire issue was devoted to “The Truth About Wendell Willkie,” 
the main part being the off-the-record speech as written down by a mem- 
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ber of the club. (In a covering letter my correspondent had written that 
“Willkie appears to be more fascist-minded, American-style, than any of the 
other candidates. What he did in his specch, in effect, was to plump for an 
industrial dictatorship.” ) 

I added additional facts on the Willkie-Morgan relationship: “Before 
making the press club speech Willkie attended a dinner in New York given 
in his honor by Thomas W. Lamont, representing J. P. Morgan & Co., and 
attended by Morgan partners and leading business men, bankers and poli- 
ticians. This was the time the Big Money OKayed Willkie.” 

From another correspondent, today known to some thirty million viewers 
of one of the major TV networks, I received the facts of the secret participa 
tion at the Philadelphia nominating convention of the Morgan partner, 
Lamont, in behalf of Willkie. Another worker behind the scenes there was 
H. W. Prentis, Jr., president of the National Association of Manufacturers. 

There was only one mention of the Lamont efforts in the standard com- 
mercial press: The New York Times reported that Senator Claude Pepper 
of Florida had termed the Republican nominee “a colorful figure from 
Wall Street,” and “brought in the name of Thomas W. Lamont, a partner 
in the banking firm of J. P. Morgan & Co.” Senator Pepper was one of the 
original supporters and subscribers to my newsletter, and the reference in 
the Times was based on the facts I had sent him. 

In reply to the telegram, “YOUR CORRESPONDENT IS A LIAR—JOHN MCDOWELL 
Mc,” I could not at the time give the Congressman the name of my inform- 
ant. I can now reveal it. 

Charles T. Malcolmson, director of public relations of the United States 
war crimes prosecution staff, died at the age of 39 of a heart attack, at 
Nurenberg, Germany, May 31, 1946. He had represented the Philadelphia 
Record and other newspapers from 1940 to 1943; in 1945 he became director 
of public relations of the Department of Justice. Malcolmson sent me not 
only the transcript of the Willkie speech but many news items generally 
suppressed or, as he thought, unfairly reported from Washington. 

Years later, when Colonel Robert R. McCormick of the Chicago Tribune 
for reasons of his own turned savagely against Willkie, he published my 
1940 disclosures under this headline: 


DISCLOSE HOW 
WILLKIE HID TIE 
WITH WALL ST. 


Time, the newsweekly, waited until 1946 before it mentioned Willkie’s 
Wall Street affairs. It reprinted a New York Times interview with Colonel 
McCormick in which the Chicago Press Lord said that Wendell Willkie, 
Harold Stassen, and Tom Dewey all had been “put up by the international 
bankers in New York .. . to save England and British imperialism.” 

Strangest of all the confessions made when they were politically innocuous 
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was that of columnist George Sokolsky, who in 1954 wrote that the Repub- 
lican Party workers wanted Robert A. Taft in 1940 “but they were elbowed 
out by an effective public relations campaign organized by a group in the 
National Association of Manufacturers,” which “projected” Willkie. 

“It has often been denied,” concluded Sokolsky, “that the NAM had any- 
thing to do with this. But I was then associated with the NAM and know, 
from my own knowledge, that the projection of Willkie came from the 
NAM group.” 


In reply to a question from The Day, a Jewish newspaper, Willkie had 
declared vehemently, forthrightly, and unequivocally: “I consider anti- 
Semitism in America as a possible criminal movement and every anti-Semite 
as a possible traitor to America. ...” 

Willkie had been proposed for the presidency by Father Charles E. 
Coughlin and the entire hate-spreading native fascist anti-Semitic press. 
In fact noted that Willkie’s repudiation of anti-Semitism without a denun- 
ciation of Coughlin, the Christian Front, and others by name was meaning- 
less. On August 12, 1940, we published a direct challenge to Willkie to 
name names, and one of our newspaper friends covering the Republican 
candidate gave him a marked copy. On August 27th Willkie (according to 
the Times) “bluntly repudiated . . . any support from Father Charles E. 
Coughlin in the coming campaign on the ground that the Catholic priest 
and his followers were ‘opposed to certain people because of their race or 
religion.” 

“I am not enough interested in being President of the United States to 
compromise with my fundamental beliefs,” said Wendell Willkie at his press 
conference that day. 

In our next issue, rightly or wrongly, we took credit: 


In fact was the first and perhaps the only publication which gave the facts 
about Coughlin’s Christian Front and Social Justice support of Willkie. We 
pointed out that Willkie’s magnificent statement against anti-Semitism without 
any repudiation of Coughlin was hypocrisy... . 

In fact is glad that Willkie, to some degree at least, took its advice. 

In fact knows that if it had 1,000,000 subscribers it could become a great force 
for American democracy. . . . 


Although Coughlin had been lightly reprimanded by his bishop, had quit 
attacking the Jews orally and in print, and had supposedly stopped sup- 
porting the future military arm of his brand of Fascism, the Christian Front, 
In fact pointed out that all this was trickery: Coughlin still urged radio 
listeners to send for his pamphlets, and in these his anti-Semitic views 
remained unchanged; although they were attacked by the liberal and demo- 
cratic leaders of American Catholicism, including Monsignor Ryan. 

Another Catholic liberal, Father Timothy Rowan, was editor of the 
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Chicago diocesan weekly, The New World. He had continued the policies 
of the late Cardinal Mundelein, the most liberal of all the princes of the 
Church in America. One of our Chicago reporters sent us an item about 
Father Rowan’s dismissal: “With the arrival of Archbishop Stritch strange 
things began to happen. Father Rowan’s department, “The Big Broadcast, 
began to skip issues, and now Father Rowan has been relieved of his job 
as editor and sent away to a parish. He has been replaced by Father E. V. 
Daly, who supported Franco, and who belongs to the reactionaries.” 

Mundelein alone of the four American cardinals did not support the 
Franco or Mussolini type of fascism or both. Under Father Rowan the 
fascist internationale of Catholic-born if not practicing Catholics—Hitler, 
Mussolini, Franco, and Portuguese Salazar, the four whose troops had de- 
stroyed the Spanish Republic—had been denounced in The New World. 
Unfortunately the Chicago diocesan weekly and The Commonweal, the 
leading Catholic literary publication published by laymen, and the Catholic 
Worker, which then had 100,000 circulation, and one or two others ac- 
counted for only 300,000 to 400,000 of the circulation of 7,000,000 then 
claimed by the Church for its journals. If 90 per cent of this press was reac- 
tionary, it was not a larger percentage than that of the commercial press. 
But whereas only Hearst supported Hitler, and only Hearst, McCormick, 
Captain Joseph Patterson, and a very few others supported Mussolini, the 
Catholic press with the exceptions mentioned was totally on the fascist side 
in the Spanish conflict, inflaming the minds of a large segment of the 
American people with hatred and falsehood. 

Throughout my ten years of editing the newsletter the question of the 
Catholic press, Catholic politics, and Catholic pressures was perhaps the 
most difficult to answer. But these were subjects which had to be mentioned 
if the publication was to live up to its promises. Heywood Broun, a convert 
to Catholicism, wrote frequently on the subject of minority people and 
minority religions and the pressures they exerted on the press. Once, dis- 
cussing groups—Swedish, Methodist, Baptist, Italian, “and perhaps above 
all Catholic readers’—he said of the Irish: “Even the mildest quip will set 
them off into resolutions and protests. And still more precarious is the 
position of the New York newspaper man who ventures any criticism of the 
Catholic Church. There is not a single New York editor who does not live 
in mortal terror of the power of this group. It is not a case of numbers but 
of organization. Of course if anybody dared nothing in the world would 
happen. If the Church can bluff its way into a preferred position the fault 
lies not with the Catholics but with the editors. But New York will never 
know a truly liberal paper until one is founded which has no allegiance 
with and no timidity about any group, radical, religious or national. Perhaps 
the first thing needed for a liberal paper is capital, but even more important 
is courage.” 

A third of our circulation was labor union—60,000 of our maximum 
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176,000—and the majority of the CIO was Catholic. Nevertheless, when 
we published the facts about the Church in Spain, about Francis Cardinal 
Spellman’s and James A. Farley’s pressures on President Franklin D. Roose- 
velt, about the Legion of Decency, and especially about the attempt of the 
Church to censor all America via the NODL (National Office for Decent 
Literature) we had the approval of our CIO readers. 

Vol. I, No. 1 of In fact also included several small items to which we were 
to add throughout the decade. For example, c.U. CHALLENGES THE PRESS. 

I had been one of the original sponsors of Consumers Union, an organiza- 
tion formed for testing products and protecting the public. Its first report 
pointed out that most Grade A milk claims were false. 

When it became a success, with 85,000 members, the Union found that 
the daily newspapers would not take its money for advertising. The great 
New York Times said that rating products was unfair to its other adver- 
tisers. When C.U. presented new advertisements not naming products but 
merely stating its function, the Times and other newspapers continued their 
boycott. 

“We shall have something to say about the press vs. consumers in every 
issue, our report stated, and we did. 

There were items dealing with minorities: the color line, anti-Semitism, 
discrimination, group attacks which included Catholic-baiting by remnants 
of old organizations such as the Ku Klux Klan—activities which we, not the 
Dies Committee, considered un-American. 

In issue No. 1 we exposed the fact that the Associated Press, the great 
“socialistic” cooperative to which almost every newspaper in the nation 
belonged, drew the color line. 

Testifying before the Supreme Court, the national organizer of the News- 
paper Guild Morris Watson stated (and In fact published it): 


When I was employed by the AP I learned that this organization draws a color 
line to please its Southern members. . . . I insisted on using Mr. and Mrs. for 
Negroes as well as Whites. This brought an indignant protest from our Atlanta 
bureau which insisted that no Negro could be so termed. When I refused to 
change the AP copy on the Southern wire, an official of the AP did so. This is one 
of the many instances of the perversion of news I found on the great AP. 


It is truly ironic and significant that the one powerful organization which 
challenged Franklin D. Roosevelt and the Wagner Act, known as the Magna 
Carta of Labor, was this same Associated Press, a supposedly nonprofit- 
making cooperative, which was interested in making money only for the 
newspaper owners and which wanted to destroy the union of its journalistic 
employees. 

For ten years In fact carried on a cold war with the New York Times, 
the most important newspaper in America. Its then managing editor, Edwin 
L. James, had been my colleague in G-2d, in Pershing’s army in France. 
When I accused him of burying the great story of tobacco and cancer, or 
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the daily suppression of government fraud orders against advertisers, Mr. 
James would write indignant letters. He also gave orders that In fact and 
my name were never to be mentioned in the Times—he boasted of this in a 
letter to me—and that none of my books were ever to be reviewed. (I 
realized only years afterwards that my fight was not with the Times but 
with Mr. James. His successors, Turner Catledge and Clifton Daniel, have 
made the Times not only the great American national daily but, in the 
opinion of many, with whom I agree, the greatest paper in the world.) 


Three wx 
SWEETHEART SOAP 


Immediately following the Wendell Wilkie story in the first issue of my 
newsletter was an item which some readers thought trivial—even silly— 
but it was of great importance to me because I intended to (and did) 
follow it up for ten years with a series of documentary proofs that from the 
cradle to the grave the American people are being fooled, robbed, and 
sometimes poisoned by men who sell food and drugs and utensils and cos- 
metics and tobacco, and who are aided and protected by the press because 
of their billions of advertising money. 

The great discussions about freedom of the press concern ethics and 
honesty and responsibility and truth, about which I doubt there are two 
sides, but there are all sorts of extenuations and explanations—no one in 
my more than fifty years in journalism has been able to reply to a minor 
accusation: that in suppressing the charges of fraud by the Federal Trade 
Commission (FTC) and the convictions which almost always follow, the 
newspapers and magazines of America are guilty of being accessories in a 
crime against the public. 

This accusation on this day of writing in 1968 is as valid as it was before 
the passage of the first Pure Food and Drug Law in 1906: It deals with 
news, with the health, pocketbook, and general welfare of all the people, 
and it is news as frequently suppressed today as it was sixty-two years ago. 

My opening gun in what became a field campaign for the publication of 
fraud orders, stipulations, press releases, occasional hearings of the FTC 
(although involving a minor matter) seemed to me of more than ordinary 
newsworthiness. 


Mrs. Eleanor Roosevelt signed a contract to broadcast under the auspices of 
Sweetheart Soap. 

Obviously Mrs. Roosevelt was not aware that at the time negotiations were in 
progress with the Manhattan Soap Co., a U.S. agency accused the soap maker of 
fooling the American people through fake advertising. 

The Manhattan Soap Co. agreed to cease representing “that beauty experts 
endorse the use of Sweetheart Toilet Soap; or that doctors prescribe its use; that 
use of the soap will cause the skin to become healthy, or that the use will cause 
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one to become or stay young; that Sweetheart Soap contains anything that will 
nourish or feed the skin.” 

The press suppressed the government’s case against a big advertiser. We have 
searched in vain through the New York World-Telegram, Herald Tribune, Post, 
Wall Street Journal, Journal-American, Baltimore Sun, San Francisco Chronicle, 
etc., to find mention of the case. 


The foregoing was based on an FTC release marked “Stipulation 02516.” 
Among the less than 1 per cent of the press which may have mentioned it 
was the New York Times, but it was buried in its business pages under a 
heading “Trade Commission Cases,” a total of two and nine-sixteenths 
inches relating to three stipulations. 

The Herald Tribune had suppressed every FTC fraud order against ad- 
vertisers for the last half century—its owners were known to have a stock 
portfolio of $16,000,000 in drug, food, railroad, and other corporations which 
advertise—published an editorial about the radio contract. There was con- 
troversy throughout the land. But there is no reason to believe that more 
than five or six, if that many, newspapers published the Sweetheart fraud 
order. In other words, there was 99 per cent suppression. 

This point was made in almost every one of my succeeding issues, and 
notably when advertisers were more important, as for examples: 

Saks & Co., New York, ordered to cease and desist advertising in the 
metropolitan dailies that certain silk dresses were “ice smooth” satin, where- 
as in fact the government proved they were acetate rayon. 

Gimbel Bros., New York, agreed to cease and desist using oriental names 
to describe American-made rugs. 

Helena Rubinstein—the FTC complaint alleged misleading representa- 
tions of “Town and Country Face Powder,” “Eye Lash Grower Cream,” 
and “Egg Complexion Soap.” 

When the Times mentioned the Gimbel case we noted: “We have chal- 
lenged the Times to print FTC news as news and this is the first time it has 
done so.” But the Rubinstein item was buried in the financial pages. 

Other advertisers we named in our first issues as receiving stipulations 
and cease-and-desist orders included Jelke’s Good Luck Margarine; Sears, 
Roebuck and Co.; MacFadden Book Co.; Thom McAn (shoes); and Sem- 
pray Jovenay (facial cream). 

Of course many of the four hundred or more advertisers named each 
year by the FTC are small fish, and some of thcir violations may be trivial, 
but the reader must remember that were it not for this policeman the manu- 
facturers and their agent, the press, would, for example, still be poisoning 
newborn infants with opium drops they called soothing syrups—just as they 
still kill off annually via lung cancer and other diseases scores of thousands 
of Americans who are lured and brainwashed by cigaret advertising. 

I do not believe I have been fighting windmills and trampling down mole- 
hills the past thirty years in which I have been exposing the mass media 
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and the multi-billion-dollar advertising agencies. These ten or twelve billions 
a year play an important part in American affairs; they influence public 
opinion through newspapers and magazines, whether or not they were 
bribed openly as previous great congressional investigations of the patent 
medicine conspiracy showed, or covertly, as the great utilities (National 
Electric Light Association) investigation again proved, or as one brave 
and incorruptible daily paper owner, William Allen White, publicly stated. 

The Washington Merry-Go-Round, written by Drew Pearson (and for- 
merly in collaboration with Robert S. Allen), is a syndicated column which 
never, so far as I know, has suppressed the news. (But, on the other 
hand, Pearson is frequently suppressed by the very papers which buy his 
columns—a fact of some importance in any indictment of the press. ) 

Among the many frauds exposed by Pearson were advertisers in William 
Randolph Hearst’s magazine, Good Housekeeping. Year after year the 
FTC found corporations which had been granted “seals of approval” by 
Good Housekeeping making false claims and producing dangerous products, 
and when it finally got around to charging the magazine itself with fraud, 
Advertising Age, spokesman for that profession, reported that “about 80 
prominent national advertisers whose copy appears regularly in Good 
Housekeeping have entered into stipulations with the [FT] Commission to 
cease and desist from certain advertising practices.” 

Face to face with such evidence, what could Hearst do? He did exactly 
what Adolph Hitler and Hermann Goering and Joseph Goebbels did at the 
time the Reichstag was burned down, and what most of the Un-American 
Committees, from Martin Dies to Joe McCarthy, have done; he pinned the 
Communist label on those who opposed him, called them reds, subversive, 
and un-American. 

“Certain subversive elements, pretending to serve the consuming public 
but actually motivated by communistic theories,” testified Richard E. Ber- 
lin, vice president of Hearst Magazines, at the Good Housekeeping hear- 
ings, “have persistently been attacking the institution of advertising and 
Good Housekeeping as a leading medium in the field. We believe that this 
subversive movement must be publicly exposed.” 

Hearst's Berlin bought full pages in magazines and newspapers to pub- 
licize this view. To those who thought that this again made prostitutes of 
the recipients—who during the four months of hearings in which numerous 
sensations were sprung suppressed all mention of the Hearst case—the re- 
cipients replied it was just a coincidence. 

With Mr. Pearson’s kind permission I republished one of his columns. 
Martin Dies had issued one of the Un-American Committee's privileged but 
libelous, defamatory, red-baiting statements, repeating the Hearst views. 
Pearson and Allen disclosed that the author of the anti-consumer report 
was J. B. Matthews (later chief McCarthy investigator, and still later con- 
tributor to the Birch Society magazine). The column continued: 
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The dinner was given at the home of George Sokolsky, who has been closely 
identified with the National Association of Manufacturers and others unsym- 
pathetic to consumer attempts to report on the quality of manufactured goods. 

Sokolsky, now a writer for the N.Y. Herald Tribune, once was paid $6,000 by 
the NAM as a lecturer and pamphleteer. He was also paid $14,000 by Tom 
Girdler, chairman of Republic Steel, to serve as “writer, lecturer and publicity 
man.” Also, he was employed to write speeches for Steelman Ernest Weir. 

Present at the Sokolsky dinner was Robert Lund of St. Louis, former president 
of the Manufacturers Association [NAM] and head of Lambert Pharmacal Co. 
(makers of Listerine, which the FTC had been fighting for many years) together 
with several other manufacturers of household and consumer goods. . . . 

The irate lady shoppers have information that at this dinner the strategy of 
calling them “Communists” was approved and applauded. . . . 


The advertising newsletter, Space & Time, reported that almost everyone 
in the advertising fraternity “wanted to see something done to scotch the 
growing consumer movement, or to ‘send the damned reds back where 
they came from.’ They were scared. . . . Here are some details known to 
date of this ‘fascist grand council’ which was formed to put the U.S. con- 
sumer movement back in its place... . 

“J, B. Matthews declaimed his call-the-consumer-a-red “Report of the Dies 
Committee. George Sokolsky outlined general purposes.” It was decided 
to withdraw advertising from publications which did not go along. “Within 
three days the Dies Committee . . . released the report that had been 
okayed by the grand council.” Among those participating, according to 
Space & Time, were Henry F. Bristol of Bristol-Myers, makers of products 
which had been accused by FTC of false advertising; Raymond Rubicam, 
of Young & Rubicam, one of the big four of the advertising world; and 
F. J. Schlink, a partner of J. B. Matthews in an organization which was a 
rival of Consumers Union, one of the chief victims of the Hearst-Matthews- 
Dies onslaught. 

Dies and every member of the Congress enjoy immunity. The Congres- 
sional Record is full of falsehood. It publishes libel. It calumniates. It 
assassinates character. It never retracts a lie. Moreover, when newspapers 
and Reader’s Digest and the American Mercury and Gerald L. K. Smith's 
The Cross and the Flag reprint the libels and falsehoods, no matter how 
outrageous and damnable they may be, they cannot be sued for libel be- 
cause the material quoted from the Congressional Record is also immune. 

But this does not excuse the American press for generally suppressing this 
conspiracy of Hearst, the Un-American Committee, the National Asso- 
ciation of Manufacturers, and their leading press prostitute, Sokolsky of 
the great Herald Tribune, from suppressing the news for fear of a loss of 
dollars from the powerful advertising agencies, all of them united behind 
Martin Dies and J. B. Matthews. 

The “free enterprise system” and the “American way of life” prevailed. 
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The Sweetheart Soap item served its purpose of inaugurating the FTC 
series of reports for the coming years. 

When Eleanor Roosevelt planned to compile a book from the letters and 
answers of her Ladies Home Journal page, “If You Ask Me,” her (and my) 
literary agent, Nannine Joseph, suggested to several writers that they help 
in this enterprise. I was asked by Mrs. Roosevelt to ask a question about my 
favorite subject, freedom of the press. I wrote her this letter: 


You are no doubt aware that many of our greatest Presidents while proclaiming 
the press a bulwark if not the cornerstone of our democratic freedom, also com- 
plained of the unfairness or the utter corruption of the newspapers of their times. 
President Jefferson at one time declared that if it were a choice, he would prefer 
government by the press to any other form; but during his two terms he grew 
more and more bitter, until finally his denunciations of the American press equalled 
his former praise. President Lincoln actually suppressed news (in wartime). 
And you know better than I do that in our own time the alignment of the press, 
its bias, its onesidedness and its fakery of the news have reached a historic low. 
I am of course referring to the press campaigns against President Franklin Delano 
Roosevelt. 

Before asking you a question, I would like to make a statement: as editor of 
the only publication in America which has in every issue for five years criticized 
and exposed the American press, I have received thousands of letters and actually 
hundreds of suggestions and plans for a free press. Some have been tried, many 
have been discussed. Only one has been found worthy of real consideration: a 
chain of standard newspapers to be started by the labor unions, or one of their 
organizations such as the National Citizens Political Action Committee. The papers 
are to be owned by labor, but are not to be labor papers. They are to be standard 
papers, but honest papers, in competition with the dishonest self-styled free press. 

What are your ideas on, and plans for a free, fair, and honest press for the 
United States? 


Mrs. Roosevelt replied that it was difficult to have a free, fair, and honest 
press anywhere: “In the first place, as a rule papers are largely supported 
by advertising, and that immediately gives the advertisers a certain hold 
over the medium which they use.” She recommended the divorce of the 
news columns from the editorial columns; and uncolored news. Also, the 
reading of a variety of journals by persons who wanted to get diverse views; 
and she concluded: 

“If owners and writers express what they honestly believe and are not 
influenced by advertisers or investors, we will have as nearly an honest 
press as it is possible to obtain.” 

But that has never happened and I am sure it will never happen. 

I next heard from Mrs. Roosevelt when I sent her a report which I sus- 
pected was a falsehood. The report from the McClure Syndicate’s National 
Whirligig had appeared in 175 daily newspapers, including the Los Angeles 
Herald Express, Oakland Tribune, Sacramento Bee, Omaha World-Herald, 
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Ohio State Journal, Houston Post, and papers of that caliber. It said in part: 


Important people have frequently speculated on how great an influence Eleanor 
Roosevelt exercises on Franklin D. Now they can forego guessing. It is tremendous 
in certain spheres of politics and government. 

She brought back word that the men in the foxholes are deeply disturbed by 
walkouts and by the demands for higher wages. They cannot understand, she 
confided to her distinguished husband, why labor should strike for a few dollars 
more a day when they are battling and dying for $50 a month. 


It seemed incredible that soldiers should be so anti-American Federation 
of Labor and the Congress of Industrial Organizations labor, since it was a 
fact that they each had sent more than a million members into the armed 
forces, the Railroad Brotherhoods another quarter million; about 50 per cent 
of the army, navy, and air force were working men. Moreover, the McClure 
Syndicate’s National Whirligig was favored by 175 newspapers because it 
was the most biased anti-labor news service of all. 

I exposed Richard Waldo, head of McClure’s. He had syndicated among 
others the following writers: Constance Drexel, an American traitor, broad- 
casting for Hitler, whose fascist views had been sent by Waldo to 121 news- 
papers before the outbreak of the war; Lawrence Dennis, author of The 
Coming American Fascism, and later a contributor to Reader’s Digest; Paul 
Palmer, senior editor of Reader's Digest, formerly editor of the American 
Mercury, the first pro-fascist magazine in the country; Frederick Moore, 
exposed as a Japanese agent, and forced to so register before Pearl Harbor. 

In every issue of the National Whirligig, Waldo injected anti-labor ma- 
terial (which no American newspaper ever objected to). But on one occasion 
instead of attacking the unions in general, which is legal, he let slip in a 
name, and as a result Local 3, International Brotherhood of Electrical 
Workers, AFL, sued the McClure Syndicate and Westchester Newspapers, 
which published the libel and falsehood, and they got $22,500 damages. (All 
newspapers suppressed this story. ) 

One of Waldo’s employees, a member of the Newspaper Guild, sent me 
carbon copies of items and letters Waldo sent to a special list of names, 
known to be anti-Semitic editors and publishers. In its columns McClure’s 
frequently attacked “Jewish bankers” and praised “Nordic banking houses” 
—the author signed himself “Perdix,” which my friend at the syndicate in- 
formed me was a pseudonym for an employe of Brown Bros., Harriman & Co. 

One of Waldo’s columns sent out to the anti-Semitic file said: “New 
Yorkers with exceptional British contacts understand that Winston Church- 
ill is in a sense the chief representative of the Jewish interests... . A dis- 
tinguished French author . . . was told . . . that ‘this Jewish war they are 
getting us into’ is the slogan that tells the story.” 

Strangest still was the information that despite 175 newspaper clients 
for the Whirligig, Waldo was losing money on this syndicate. He made a 
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fortune syndicating Superman. But he published the Whirligig because he 
wanted to publish his anti-labor, reactionary, anti-Semitic views. 

To my letter enclosing the column about her visit to the men in the fox- 
holes, Mrs. Roosevelt replied: 


My dear Mr. Seldes: 

None of what is said in the article you enclose is true. The boys in the South- 
west Pacific are disturbed by strikes which they do not understand, but they 
want to know the reasons too. The President did not send me to find out about 
their state of mind. 

Very sincerely yours, 
Eleanor Roosevelt 


The labor record, according to official U.S. government figures through 
World War II, showed that it had kept its no-strike pledge from 99.92 per 
cent to 99.94 per cent, figures varying month to month. In other words we 
had from eight one-hundredths to six one-hundredths of one per cent strikes 
or practically nothing. 

Nevertheless this six or eight one-hundredths of one per cent was so ex- 
aggerated by the American press, so attacked in editorials, so announced in 
sensational headlines, that not only the men in the foxholes but well-meaning 
honest men outside the labor movement in America were convinced that the 
unions were sabotaging the war effort. 

Labor’s record was 99.94 per cent perfect. But from 1941 on there had 
been sitdowns for increased profits by manufacturers, delivery of faulty 
munitions, and pressure on the government for higher prices by big business. 
War profits in the first two years of the war alone totaled $50,000,000,000. 
None of these facts was ever told the boys in the foxholes by the McClure 
syndicate or in fact by the general press. 


Four wx 


HOW WE DEFEATED 
MARTIN DIES 


Within a month or two of its first issue, In fact was gaining 1,000 subscribers 
a week, thanks largely to the support of labor, notably the CIO unions, in- 
cluding the locals in Martin Dies’ electoral district in Texas. 

Almost immediately the first of not hundreds but at least a thousand at- 
tacks were made on my newsletter. In the New York Daily News, the largest 
circulating paper in America, published by a man once my friend, Captain 
Joseph Patterson, there appeared in Danton Walker’s column this short but 
alarming paragraph: 


Certain newspaper folk around town are perturbed over a rumor that the Dies 
Committee wants George Seldes’s mailing list for his weekly news letter In fact. 


The item was a “plant.” It was not unusual for the Dies Committee (or 
its successors) to use “leaks,” to broadcast “canards,” and to use trial bal- 
loons as part of their strategy. The Dies Committee, unlike the La Follette, 
the Nye Munitions, the Black Lobbying and many other great investigations 
by the House and Senate, was not preparing reliable documented evidence 
for use in future legislation—the announced purpose of its creation—but 
was devoting itself to gaining publicity in newspapers, magazines, and on 
the radio, by providing sensations, true or false—usually false. 

Unfortunately the press and radio then, as later when McCarthy outdid 
the Dies Committee in character assassination and falsifieation, refused 
(as Dies and McCarthy themselves did) to hear their victims or to give equal 
time and space, or any space and time at all to them. 

The Dies Committee distortions and falsehoods reached at least fifty mil- 
lion persons via press and radio, which were almost universally cooperating 
with the campaign. The liberal weeklies, the American Civil Liberties 
Union, the handful of daily papers devoted to truth and ethics—all together 
reached perhaps a million or two. The support of the American newspaper 
press of the several House Un-American Activities Committee (HUAC) and 
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McCarthy investigations is one of the foulest blots in the history of journal- 
ism: The press enjoyed freedom and used freedom to pervert itself. 


In the third issue of In fact there appeared the first mention of Chairman 
Dies: 


The Press: 98% Biased 

Power to investigate is the power to destroy. 

The LaFollette Committee investigated the attacks on civil liberties, notably the 
attack on labor. It aimed to destroy the prevailing system of industrial espionage, 
vigilantism, violence, frequently murder. 

The Dies Committee on the other hand aims to destroy every liberal, labor, 
pro-labor and progressive movement in the U.S. by branding it “Red.” 

The LaFollette Committee produced the documentary evidence of The Grapes 
of Wrath.... 


The Dies Committee produces chiefly slander, hearsay, libel and smears. 
The press of America gives Dies the front page. It suppressed the LaFollette 
story in most instances... . 


The LaFollette Committee was pro-labor; the Dies Committee is anti-labor. 
The press of America from Benjamin Franklin’s time on, has been anti-labor. 


In my 12th issue, volume I, a Dies investigator, J. C. Metcalfe, is quoted 
testifying that the German Bund knew that “some prominent American in- 
dustrialists are helping to finance the [Nazi] movement.” This was a sensa- 
tional news item. Dies capped it the next day by announcing that he would 
investigate some of the greatest industrialists in the country—whose names 
of course he did not mention. 

But after this two-day sensation nothing more was heard about the 
matter. Everyone, certainly the great American press which knows every- 
thing, knew sevcral of the tycoons on the Nazi side. If Mr. Dies made an in- 
vestigation he kept it secret and suppressed the evidence. If the newspapers 
ever made any investigation they too suppressed the news. I do not believe 
that the press as much as spent a day on this subject, as it would most cer- 
tainly have involved leaders of the National Association of Manufacturers 
and leading advertisers. 

With Vol. II there was a reference to the Dies Committee in almost every 
issue. In No. 7 I exposed the Saturday Evening Post for hiring a murderer 
to collaborate with one of its writers, William (whom I later called “Fib- 
ber”) McFee, in a vicious and untrue attack on the National Maritime 
Union. But instead of sending its investigator, Stephen Birmingham, to look 
into the murder, the Dies Committee sent him to be a character witness for 
the murderer. 

Jerome Madeiros, alias Jerome King, had been a labor spy and stoolpigeon. 
He killed a fellow union member, Bruce Cameron. At the trial Birmingham 
testified that Madeiros-King had worked for him for several years, giving 
the Dies Committee “valuable cooperation.” Madeiros was found guilty of 
murder. But his sentence was light because the judge took into consideration 
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the “information” he had supplied the Saturday Evening Post's McFee and 
the services to the Un-Americans in “naming Communists.” 

In Vol. III, No. 24, I collected some of the evidence to date on Dies and 
his work: 

President Franklin D. Roosevelt had called Martin Dies’ redbaiting 
charges against Michigan governor (and later Supreme Court Justice) Frank 
Murphy “absurdly false”; he told his press conference that the “Dies Com- 
mittee made no effort to get the truth”; he denounced Dies’ methods as “a 
sordid procedure.” 

President Lazaro Cardenas called a Dies allegation of a Nazi fifth column 
in Mexico “falsehood made for the benefit of internal political purposes.” 

The president of the Detroit City Council, J. W. Smith, defending the CIO, 
said: “Dies is strictly a fakir.” 

Wendell Willkie, addressing Columbia College alumni, said that Dies was 
“undermining the democratic process.” 

Paul Y. Anderson of The Nation and the St. Louis Post-Dispatch accused 
Martin Dies of perjury. 

A group of 150 lawyers, after analyzing and studying the Dies transcripts, 
published a report saying they consisted of “surmise, conjecture, unfounded 
opinion, unsupported conclusions and unwarranted deductions, without any 
attempt at verification or confirmation, which no self-respecting fact-finding 
agency anywhere would consider.” 

Chairman James L. Fly of the Federal Communications Commission is- 
sued a report on Hitler’s propaganda services which disclosed that the 
American most often quoted favorably was Martin Dies. 

Commenting on this report, Vice President Henry A. Wallace remarked 
that “the effect on our morale would be less damaging if Mr. Dies were on 
the Hitler payroll.” 

Secretary of the Interior Harold L. Ickes sent a list of Quislings to the 
Un-American Committee asking that all names be investigated. Martin Dies 
refused. Mr. Ickes then said: ; 

“Our native fascists are at work cultivating the soil of hatred. Our ap- 
peasers are at work sowing confusion. Our appeasers are powerful aids to 
the Fascists; both are doing precisely what Hitler delights in having them 
do.” The Ickes list included: 


Henry Ford 

Father Charles E, Coughlin 

Merwin K. Hart, head of the National Economic Committee 

Lawrence Dennis, one of the few admitted American fascists and a 
supposed member of Charles A. Lindbergh’s brain trust 

Major Al Williams of the New York World-Telegram, the most pro- 
fascist of the string of eighteen papers belonging to Press Lord Roy 
Howard | 
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“There is a widely disseminated and ably conducted movement in this 
country, continued Ickes, “that draws together such men as Merwin K. 
Hart, Father Coughlin, Colonel Lindbergh, Lawrence Dennis and Major Al 
Williams. . . . These men are supported by others who play upon the prej- 
udices of the anti-Semite, the anti-Negro and the anti-sharecropper. These 
are the Quislings who in pretended patriotism would cravenly spike our 
guns and ground our planes in order that Hitlerism might more easily over- 
come us. 

Attorney General Robert H. Jackson tried to get the Dies Committee to act 
on a similar list, but failed. Addressing the Boston Law Society, the head of 
the Department of Justice and future Supreme Court Justice named persons 
and organizations as enemies of American democracy. There was a demand 
that the House Un-American Activities Committee take action—it was not 
voiced by the press but by notable persons and journals. Dies then called 
Major General Van Horn Moseley. He refused to call the following on At- 
torney General Robert A. Jackson’s list: 


H. W. Prentis, Jr., president of the National Association of Manufacturers 

Charles A. Lindbergh, the nation’s No. 1 hero, who was publicly spreading 
Hitler’s race, blood, and color propaganda 

Merwin K. Hart, propagandist for Franco Spain and that type of fascism 

The Saturday Evening Post, then the most popular weekly in the country 

The League for Constitutional Government (Mr. Jackson made a slight error 
in this namie; it is the Committee for Constitutional Government. Founded by 
Press Lord Frank Gannett, the CCG was directed by Edward Rumely, who had 
been jailed as a German agent.) 


- Another challenge which Dies refused to accept was to investigate the 
fifteen Americans whose names appear in the main propaganda books issued 
by Hitler, and imported by the Nazi agent George Sylvester Viereck. It so 
happened that the majority of the fifteen endorsers of the Hitler work were 
also endorsers of Martin Dies. Instead of investigating them, Dies employed 
one of the signers, Walter S. Steele, to supply the committee with sixty pages 
of charges against hundreds of liberals. The names appear in the Dies rec- 
ords to this day. If Dies or anyone else had attacked these persons without 
congressional immunity there could have been hundreds of libel suits. But 
Dies printed them in a book called Citations, and even now, more than two 
decades later, persons are destroyed politically because they were “cited by 
Martin Dies.” 

Mrs. Elizabeth Dilling was never called or cited. She dedicated her book, 
The Red Network, to numerous persons who helped her, including the same 
Walter §. Steele who had endorsed the Hitler book, and who had been a 
“finger man” for Mr. Dies. 

William Dudley Pelley, founder of the Silver Legion, or Silver Shirts, told 
Mr. Dies he had organized his troop “to propagandize exactly the same prin- 
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ciples that Mr. Dies and his Committee are engaged in prosecuting right 
now.” Dies did not libel Mr. Pelley—the Department of Justice accused him 
of sedition later, and sent him to prison for ten years. . 

Fritz Kuhn of the Nazi Bund was an admirer of Mr. Dies. Hitler’s leading 
spokesman did appear before the HUAC but he was permitted to do a 
propaganda talk in favor of Nazism. Later Fritz Kuhn appeared at the testi- 
monial dinner for Dies in New York, and from there toured America, fancy 
free, praising both Hitler and the Dies Committee. 

Imperial Wizard Colescott of the Ku Klux Klan announced that the Dies 
Committee “followed the doctrine which the Klan has been laying down 
for twenty years.” (The Klan was named in one of the sedition indictments; 
Dies was challenged to investigate it, but he refused. The Klan escaped all 
HUAC investigations until 1965, when its chiefs appeared and refused to 
answer. ) 

The Christian Front, the armed uniformed storm troops sponsored by 
Father Charles E. Coughlin, supported Dies. 

Father Coughlin nominated Martin Dies for president of the United 
States. 

But the Texas congressman eventually lost his seat in the House—an 
episode which I shall explain in the last part of this chapter—and before 
quitting Washington gave the Sunday Star the following list of “triumphs” 
of his committee: 

1. Paralyzed the influence of the left-wing faction of the Roosevelt Ad- 
ministration. ... 

2. Discredited the CIO, making it the most unpopular body in the United 
States. 

3. Dethroned John L. Lewis as dictator of Congressional legislation. . . . 

4. Defeated Frank Murphy for governor of Michigan. ... 

5. Discredited Secretary of Labor Frances Perkins for alleged laxity in 
enforcement of deportation laws. 

6. Offset revelations of the La Follette Civil Liberties Committee as to 
labor-baiting practices of sections of big business. 

However, another list of Mr. Dies’ “accomplishments” was published by 
the St. Louis Post-Dispatch compiled by its Washington correspondent, Paul 
Y. Anderson: 

1. Attacking the only form of labor organization which the industrialists 
could not tame. 

2. Smearing the Senate Civil Liberties Committee as a means of disparag- 
ing the value of civil liberties in this country. 

3. Broadcasting scandal against the legitimate (Republican) government 
of Spain, to appease American resentment against German-Italian invasion 
of this country. 

4, Smearing a list of New Deal officials who are on record for peace and 
democracy, 
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“By what method,” continued Mr. Anderson, “does the Dies Committee 
achieve these ends? By applying the epithets ‘Communist’ and ‘Communism’ 
to every person and every principle which it hopes to discredit. . . . 

“They [Hitler and Mussolini] never took a step without proclaiming that 
it was necessary to save their respective nations from ‘Bolshevism.’ It is all 
old stuff—fabricated in Italy, finished in Germany, and now being peddled 
in Washington.” 


My Subscribers Defeat Martin Dies 


President Roosevelt, his cabinet—notably Attorney General Jackson—and 
with a few exceptions the leaders of the Democratic administration realized 
that the greatest enemy they had in making the New Deal work was this 
Frankenstein monster they had created, the House Un-American Activities 
Committee. They could neither destroy it nor immobilize it. The press and 
big business supported Martin Dies. 

However, Dies was defeated for re-election to the House and his political 
career was ended by the organized efforts of thousands of subscribers to the 
newsletter In fact. 

When Martin Dies blamed the CIO oil workers of his district for his de- 
feat he was naming my readers, because from its early issues up to the elec- 
tion every man who went to work in that oil field was an In fact subscriber. 

We also collaborated with the CIO and its publications, which from the 
first days of the HUAC realized that committee’s real purpose, so long as 
Dies was chairman, was to destroy the new labor movement. The CIO News 
said editorially: 


The Dies Committee digs into its stock of lies and libels to smear patriotic 
Americans every time they are engaged in negotiations to advance the American 
standard of living and industria] democracy. 

Newspaper publishers take up the hue and cry, glossing over the profit-grabbing 
iniquities that provoke industrial unrest, and seeking to whip up the anti-labor 
hysteria which many claim to deplore. 


At the 1942 convention in Texas of the state Industrial Union Council, 
David McDonald of the Steelworkers, John Brophy, and other CIO leaders 
first proposed that the union’s aim should be the retirement of Martin Dies 
to private life. It was resolved that: 


We mutually pledge ourselves to actively work for his defeat at the coming 
Democratic primary, and be it 

Further Resolved, that we ask all workers in Martin Dies’ district to support 
the candidacy of the first fairminded, honest American who offers to run in the 
primary on a program of full support to President Roosevelt and his foreign and 
domestic policies—including the social legislation enacted under the New Deal. 


As, one by one, the new locals of the Oil Workers Union, CIO, were 
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organized in Texas, most of them bought group subscriptions to In fact. 
When Gulf Oil was unionized it was announced that “Martin Dies’ congres- 
sional district is now practically 100 percent union.” . 

Every newspaper in the Port Arthur district fought the CIO with slander 
and libel and falsifications. The Gulf Oil men were engaged in war work and 
their number was therefore not disclosed by the National Labor Relations 
Board, so we did not know how many men participated at the election of 
Local 23, but we did know soon afterwards that this was our biggest group 
subscription local, with 2,700 or more copies of In fact being mailed every 
week, 

Local 316 wrote me of its success at Humble Oil in Ingleside, Texas: “In 
fact had an important part in organizing the plant, as we give a year's sub- 
scription to every member taken in; it has headed the list of educational 
material.” 

President O. A. Knight of the Oil Workers International Union wrote me 
for documentation on Tidewater and other companies whenever negotiations 
began, and In fact always supplied the histories of espionage, spies, machine- 
guns, and other company methods which the La Follette and other investi- 
gations had brought to light—facts not in the press. In addition, In fact gave 
the oil workers an almost weekly report on the anti-labor activities of the 
Dies Committee. Twenty-four OWU locals became our subscribers. 

At first Martin Dies tried to stop the progress of the oil workers by publicly 
declaring the CIO was Communist. There was violence. The first shedding 
of blood in the history of the whole CIO campaign anywhere in America 
occurred in Port Arthur. Edwin S. Smith, director of organization, sent a 
demand to Martin Dies to “do something to repudiate and condemn the 
anti-American activities in his home district by the Port Arthur police. . 
Such fascist tactics,” Smith told Dies, “are an ominous sign in the midst of 
our country’s war to defend democracy and spread the four freedoms.” The 
Department of Justice was also asked by the CIO to intervene. 

Dies failed to act. The CIO News restated the view that “the defeat of 
Martin Dies is the No. 1 issue facing Texans on the political front.” 

Dies was renominated. But at the same time the CIO announced that 
every Standard Oil plant, all Gulf Oil, and others in the Dies district were 
100 per cent unionized despite the efforts of the Un-American Committee, 
the entire press and the radio, and the corporations which kept up a daily 
attack on the CIO as a communist plot directed from Moscow. The white 
owners of the mass media were shocked to their marrow when the National 
Maritime Union announced it had organized 1,000 Negroes working on the 
tankers of the Gulf Oil Company. 

In May, 1944, In fact had 3,058 subscribers in Martin Dies’ voting district, 
who with their families could cast a probable 6,000 or more votes against 
him. Then Judge J. M. Combs of the Court of Civil Appeals announced his 
candidacy for the House. The CIO immediately announced its support. The 
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conclusion was obvious. Dies announced he “would not seek re-election be- 
cause of ill health and a desire to return to private business.” The New York 
Times also reported that the CIO Political Action Committee “had marked 
the Texan down for defeat.” Dies told the Associated Press that “it will 
become obvious to the people that the CIO will become the Communist 
Party of America.” 

Some time later the Houston Post reported that “Rep. Martin Dies some- 
what tardily admitted today in an interview . . . that the opposition of the 
CIO-PAC played an important part in his decision not to run.” He was now 
preparing a “documented denunciation of the New Deal, which he said had 
nullified his attempts to expose the communist menace.” 

All the years from 1931 to 1945 Dies had been elected to the House of 
Representatives with about 5 per cent of the people of his district voting. 
In 1945 the oil workers had at least 6,000 In fact readers, each one pledged 
to vote against Dies, and other unions had several thousand more. In the 
primary Dies got 5 votes and Judge Combs 34,916. Many years later John 
Gunther wrote that the entire reputable citizenry was mortally sick of Mar- 
tin Dies, that all the time he, Gunther, was in Texas he never heard one 
mention of the name Dies. It was a total repudiation and it was the work 
of the oil workers’ locals. 

But Dies had set the ways and methods of the Un-American Committees 
—chiefly character assassination, falsehood, guilt by association, and red- 
baiting—which all succeeding chairmen to this day have employed. 

Dies “cited” In fact. To my protest there was no reply. And so even today 
every dishonest writer, the George Sokolsky-like “presstitutes,” the Hearst 
and Scripps-Howard and Gannett and McCormick-Patterson chain press, 
Reader's Digest, and all the members of the mass media In fact had exposed 
can quote the “citation” by Martin Dies because it is privileged—though 
false. 

We went to the Department of Justice. We went to the Loyalty Board. I 
wrote to J. Edgar Hoover, who had previously personally thanked me for 
documentary information on a threat to kill President Franklin D. Roosevelt. 
Not one of these organizations had ever “cited” In fact or said or published 
anything derogatory about it or its editor. 

The Department of Justice, the Loyalty Board, the FBI wrote me letters 
to that effect; but nothing could offset the libel published by Mr. Dies be- 
cause all the dishonest publications continued to repeat it. Every one of the 
thirty persons indicted for sedition published something and every one of 
them printed the Dies “citation.” So did Colonel Robert R. McCormick of 
the Chicago Tribune, my employer of ten years. The late Fulton Lewis, Jr., 
devoted three evenings on his Mutual Network program to broadcast charges 
I protested were false and libelous, but the Federal Communications Com- 
mission either refused to reply or refused to give me time to answer. Collier's, 
the Saturday Evening Post, Reader's Digest, the hundreds of big newspapers 
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publishing the columns of Westbrook Pegler and George Sokolsky repeated 
the privileged libel made by the Dies Committee. At least 50,000,000 Ameri- 
cans were told, not once, but time and time again in the Hitler manner, that 
In fact had been “cited.” 

Our maximum circulation was 176,000. At one time we were getting 3,000 
subscriptions a week. It seemed we would soon reach 250,000, which meant 
a million readers—a powerful force in America. But the outrageous on- 
slaught of eight years had its effect—no one could have survived it. 


Five x 


“POISONED” BIBLE AND 
NUMERUS CLAUSUS 


Almost without exception each week’s newsletter caused controversy. If you 
tel] the truth and shame the devil you may also frighten the reader. Perhaps 
anger him. People who never questioned items which appear in newspapers 
were so surprised or shocked by news items I published that many felt com- 
pelled, perhaps for the first time in their lives as they said, to write a protest 
—or question the facts. 

When, for example, I referred rather offhandedly to President Woodrow 
Wilson’s 1919 admission that the war was caused by commercial rivalry, 
scores of persons, including college professors of history, accused me of 
falsification. The Communists may have said that, surely not our president. 
But I thought it was common knowledge. I had the documentary proof, in- 
cluding verbatim reports of all St. Louis newspapers, and photostatic copies 
of the Congressional Record sent me by Mr. J. P. Morgan’s partner, Thomas 
W. Lamont—but apparently this was one of a multitude of historic facts 
known to only a few. 

And nothing caused more controversy than the most controversial of all 
matters, anything bordering on religion, on religious sects. As, for example, 
my sensational exposé of anti-labor and anti-Semitic subheads and foot- 
notes written by someone and published by the United States government 
in the Bible it furnished to its millions of men and women in uniform. Or 
anti-Semitism at Cornell. 

The relationship of schools—from parochial to college—and anti-Semitism 
interested me especially because I had once made an investigation of this 
state of affairs in Germany, at the time Hitler was just beginning his march 
into history. Somone in Berlin had written or told me that the three chief 
causes of anti-Semitism throughout the world and throughout the centuries 
were Shakespeare’s portrayal of Shylock in The Merchant of Venice, the 
myth that the Jews crucified Christ as inculcated notably in Catholic 
parochial schools (and ordered changed or banned by the Ecumenical 
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Council, Vatican II, of Popes John XXIII and Paul VI, in 1965), and all the 
universities of Germany. The German universities produced an entire upper 
class and ruling class which was anti-Semitic, I was told. 

In Germany before World War I, and in the fascist or semi-fascist cone 
tries of Europe afterwards, with the exception of Italy, the university system 
for the admission of Jews was called numerus clausus: A percentage was 
allowed to matriculate based on the percentage of population. This rule was 
especially enforced in the medical colleges despite the great contributions 
made by Jewish doctors for the benefit of humanity. 

Although there were denials that numerus clausus existed in the United 
States, rumors always persisted; but apparently not even the Jewish organi- 
zations fighting anti-Semitism had the documentary evidence. It was some- 
thing of a scoop, therefore, when the son of a friend, a doctor, sent me from 
Cornell a set of printed cards which were being used by instructors by which 
Jewish students seeking to study medicine could be spotted. One card was 
blue, about four by six inches, and read like this: 


Course 


My estimate of the student is indicated by checks in the appropriate 
squares. I understand that this information is confidential and that my 
name will not be used. 


Degree of Acquaintance Disposition Initiative Integrity 


( ) Well, outside class ( ) Calm ( ) Resourceful ( ) Unquestionable 
( ) Well, as student ( ) Excitable ( ) Average ( ) Average 
( ) Slight, as student ( ) Irritable ( ) Dependent ( ) Doubtful 


Physical Condition Intellectual Ability Persistence Social Viewpoint 


Here there is another list of qualifications. Another line deals with Personal 
Appearance; Manual Skill, Judgment and Reasoning, and finally “Fitness for 
Medical School.” 

The next set deals with “Personality, Industry, Attitude Toward Others.” 
But the joker is in a space at the bottom left. This is what instructors are 


asked to check: 
Ancestry 
() Aryan 
( ) Negroid 
( ) Oriental 
( ) Semitic 
( ) Indeterminate 
At the right there is a space for remarks, the date, the signature of the in- 
formant. 


The term Aryan was first used by Professor Max Muller to designate a 
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language group, and he himself denounced the entire Aryan myth long be- 
fore Hitler made it a part of his program. Nevertheless Cornell, which 
should have known better, still used it. 

The main reason for the use of the card was for checking the Ancestry 
section, so that Jews, especially those with atypical Jewish names, could be 
found out and the numerus clausus method used without anyone suspecting. 

The secretary of Cornell University, Edward K. Graham, wrote me deny- 
ing everything: The story had “no relation to the facts”; . . . “no card of this 
sort had ever been seen, much less used. . . .” The chairman of the advisory 
board issued a public statement saying, “We are not open to any charge of 
spying, either as a Committee or as individuals.” 

The Cornell Sun very fairly printed my article and the University’s letter; 
editorially it said the charges were not serious but illustrated dangerous 
hysteria on the part of the press “when seeking the truth.” It concluded: “Mr. 
George Seldes . . . chose unwisely when he picked Cornell for his attack, 
solely because one student had found an almost obsolete card.” 

A fine phrase, that, “almost obsolete.” It admitted two things: that such 
a card, documentary evidence of racial and religious discrimination, had 
been in use; and that it was still in use because it was not entirely obsolete. 

My student friend sent me word the cards were printed by Remington 
Rand, and a recent order had been placed for 8,000 of them. I made a 
photostat of the original and sent it on to Mr. Graham. He replied saying 
the Sun misquoted him, the card was entirely obsolete. However, a number 
of doctors who were my subscribers now sent me letters from Mr. Graham 
in which he accused me of “irresponsible journalism.” I demanded a retrac- 
tion. 

Several years passed. Then one day in 1946 every newspaper in New York 
City blossomed with front page headlines: CORNELL MEDICAL'S QUOTA BARS 
JEWS, PROBERS TOLD ( World-Telegram, October 22); and PROBERS READ EX- 
DEAN’S LETTER ADMITTING CORNELL JEWISH QUOTA (Post, October 22); and 
RACE BIAS CHARGED AT CORNELL SCHOOL (Times, October 23). 

It had been testified at public hearings before a committee of the New 
York City Council—and evidence was produced to verify it—that, whereas 
Cornell had accepted 50 per cent of City College applicants for its Medical 
School in 1920, it accepted none of the thirty-three applicants in 1946. 

A letter from Dr. William S. Ladd, the former dean, tried to explain the 
numerus clausus away: 


Cornell Medical College admits a class of 80 each fall. It picks these 80 men 
from about 1,200 applicants, of whom 700 or more are Jews. We limit the num- 
ber of Jews admitted to each class to roughly the proportion of Jews in the popu- 
lation of this state, which is a higher proportion than in anv other part of the 
country. That means we take in from 10 to 15 percent Jews. 
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Councilman Walter R. Hart, counsel for the committee, also offered as 
evidence application forms with questions relating to racial origin, birth- 
places of parents, and other personal matters which he said could be used 
to indicate an applicant’s race and religion. 

Two years later New York State passed a Fair Educational Practices Act. 
In 1952 the American Jewish Congress made its annual report on dis- 
crimination against Jewish medical students in the state. If ever I needed 
vindication for the charge I had made a decade earlier, it was in the Times’ 
summary (June 16th): 

“Singled out as most ‘marked’ discriminants were Cornell Medical College, 
which was said to have accepted only one of 17 Jewish applications . 
and the N.Y. Medical College. . . . Dean Joseph C. Hinsey of Cornell . . . 
said he had not yet seen the report, and so declined comment.” 


The “Poisoned” Bible 


If this is news, then it was a nationwide scoop: In fact’s headline read: 


U.S. GOVERNMENT STOPS PRINTING ANTI-LABOR 
ANTI-SEMITIC BIBLE CHALLENGED By “In fact” 


The government was going to give every man and woman in the armed 
services during World War II a Bible; in the first million it printed, 350,000 
contained anti-labor and anti-Semitic subheads and footnotes. Half a million 
copies were an abridged King James version; 150,000 were the Old Testa- 
ment alone; the rest had as a title “My Daily Reading from the Four Gospels 
and the New Testament.” The anti-Semitic references were: 

Page 435: “Israel’s Fall the Gentile’s Salvation.” (This is an interjected 
subhead, and contradicts a page 388 subhead, “All Sinful, Both Jew and 
Gentile.” ) 

Page 559: “The Jews are a synagogue of Satan.” (This is a footnote to 
quotations from Apoc. 2 1-11 which ends page 558, as follows: “I know thy 
tribulation and thy poverty, but thou art rich; and that thou art slandered 
by those who say they are Jews and are not, but are a synagogue of Satan.” 
Text and footnote contradict each other. ) 

The term “synagogue of Satan” was first used by Pope Pius IX in an at- 
tack on Freemasonry and was not used against the Jews. Father Charles E. 
Coughlin, however, used it, and so did the professional Jew-baiters for many 
years. 

The Protestant Textbook Commission protested to President Roosevelt 
against these anti-Semitic additions to the Bible version being issued to the 
troops. Neither the Times, Herald Tribune, Post, Sun, Mirror, News, Journal- 
American or PM of New York used it; nor did the Associated Press, United 
Press, or Hearst’s International News Service mention the fact—only the 
World-Telegram did so. The Protestant Textbook Commission was chair- 
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manned by Kenneth Leslie. Leading members were: Pierre Van Paassen; 
Paul Tillich of Union Theological Seminary; John Hammond, Jr.; Bishop 
Charles Selecman; and Dr. Guy Emery Shipler, editor of The Churchman. 

One of the many persons who contributed considerably to the success of 
my newsletter, the labor editor Lewis Booth of Ohio, called on General 
(Monsignor) Arnold in Washington. The conversation centered on inter- 
polations such as “Abuses of a labor union” and “Warns of deceitful workers” 
which the chief of chaplains admitted would give labor unions cause to pro- 
test. However, when Mr. Booth mentioned a dozen unkind references to 
Jews (outside the subheads and footnotes, but in the New Testament ), 
Monsignor Arnold replied: “But it’s all part of the Bible; that’s religious 
history.” Mr. Booth pointed out that the Bible given the armed forces was 
a very small condensation and therefore hate-provoking passages could well 
be omitted. 

Following this meeting and receipt of the protest of the Protestant Text- 
book Commission, General Arnold issued an official statement saying he had 
ordered that no more of the prejudiced Bibles be printed and that in future 
printings there would be at least one deletion—the false footnote referring 
to the Jews as a synagogue of Satan. This surely was an important news 
story, and no newspaper could possibly find an excuse for not printing it. 
However, it was again suppressed in the Times, Herald Tribune, Post, Sun, 
Mirror, News, and Journal-American in New York. 

(At the Second Vatican Council in 1965 Pope John XXIII took the first 
step in the history of the Roman Catholic Church to remove from its teach- 
ing condemnations of the Jews which have been the source of anti-Semitism 
throughout Christian history. A year later Pope Paul VI confirmed the de- 
cision, but not without great debate and opposition. ) 


Six ww 
LET THE FACTS SPEAK 
FOR THEMSELVES 


Euripides wrote it. I quoted it in the prospectus for In fact. It sounded so 
simple, so easy to follow: “Let the facts speak for themselves.” 

Once a year, in the ten years that followed, I was forced by my readers to 
answer questions and challenges: What is your policy? or Why don't you 
have a policy? or Your policy is right (or wrong). Our policy is to have no 
policy, I kept saying in the few editorials I wrote. 

The trouble began with our second issue, when I accused my co-founder 
Bruce Minton of writing editorials instead of news and, although with 
issue No. 6 I threatened to resign, it was he who did so soon after. It was not 
until thirteen years later that he told me the whole story of his intrigue in the 
founding and editing of our newsletter and of his slanting of the news—all 
of which he permitted me to disclose after the McCarthy hearing on the 
subject. 

In accordance with the slogan I wrote: “For the millions who want a free 
press,” and our statement that we would print suppressed news and correct 
slanted news, and have no editorial policy, I wrote almost all of Vol. I, No. 
1. To illustrate the character of my newsletter, here is a summary of every 
item in the first issue: 


—Sworn to Secrecy (the story of the secret Willkie meeting) 

—Mrs. Roosevelt’s Brand of Soap (the FTC story) 

—No Peace Conference Necessary (a speech by Lord Lothian) 

—The Times Is Pro-British (My first report on the leading newspaper in New 
York, now the leading paper in America) 

—Who Is Winning the War? (quotation from National City Bank newsletter) 

—The Mighty Are Falling (re the House of Morgan, by Minton) 

~Mundelein’s Editor Out (Father Timothy Rowan, a Catholic liberal, fired 
by Archbishop Samuel Stritch) 

—We Can't Print That (re Ambassador Bullitt—but we did later) 
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—Smuggled Anti-Semitism (Nazi propaganda distribution in Detroit and New 
York) 


—C.U. Challenges the Press (Consumers Union advertising refused by the 
Times and other advertising media) 

—Spy Law Against Labor (activities of Aluminum Co.) 

~—Another Coughlin Trick (the fascist priest, forced to stop his radio support 


of the armed Christian Front, now publishing anti-Semitic propaganda in pamph- 
lets) 


—The Color Line of the AP (disclosure by a leading Associated Press writer) 
—War-Making Headlines (Hearst yellow journalism ) 
—Farmers in Politics 


Most of our second issue was devoted to the press and written by me. But 
now for the first time Mr. Minton began publishing his “think pieces” or 
editorials for which he had no documentation. In “The Administration 
Chooses War,” he wrote: 


The Roosevelt Administration is gambling that the war will drag on... . It 
is common knowledge among Washington officials (though carefully concealed 
from the public) that the Administration is committed to military participation 
in Europe's war... . 

Confidentially, it is revealed that Americans must fight because: . . . “Western 
civilization” must be preserved. U.S. troops in Europe can defend the “system” 
even against Socialism if economic collapse of the belligerents occurs. . . . 

Anti-war spokesmen harshly object that these war plans have nothing to do 
with defending Democracy. . . . The Administration, they insist, is concerned with 
defending the status quo in England and France—which means the suppression 
of labor, a cancellation of civil rights, lowered standard of living, dictatorship of 
the vested interests. 


All of this might have been true, but it was purely “dope” originating in 
Minton’s mind or, as I suspected much later, in the minds of the persons 
under whose discipline Minton then served. 

The fourth issue was almost all “dope,” even Minton’s headline, “Now 
What in Europe?” made no pretense of being news. And here for the first 
time Minton mentioned the Soviets. “Most realistic observers conclude” was 
one of his variations on “well-informed circles” and “reliable sources say, 
after which he usually presented his own views or the views of his associates. 
Concerning the Soviet Union, he reported his sources believing, and Wash- 
ington observers admitting, “that the German-Soviet non-aggression pact 
was far from a failure . . . prevented the Soviet Union from bearing the 
brunt of appeasement, preserved peace in Eastern Europe, kept the Balkans 
out of war so far, kept the conflict to date from becoming a world war, put 
the Soviets in a stronger position in relation to Germany.” 

This was one of the numerous Minton items for which in the following 
ten years I was attacked by redbaiters, by former Communists turned re- 
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actionaries, the Dies Committee, columnists and newspapers, almost all of 
whom knew that Minton and not I wrote these editorialized pieces. 

Beginning with the second issue Minton insisted as a partner in. writing 
half each issue, or all of the alternating issues, despite my protest that who- 
ever had the most important news item should lead off or have all the news- 
letter. My report on Willkie filled most of No. 5. Thereupon Minton insisted 
on writing No. 6, which he headlined THE PUZZLE OF THE BURMA ROAD. 
Whether this think piece was communistically inspired or not I do not know, 
I never found out, but it was certainly not news. And it was terribly dull, 
and that is the one unforgivable sin of any publication. 

At about this time Minton mailed to me at my home in Connecticut a 
package of proofsheets of many items I had written which he-had left out 
when making up the four pages. He wrote me that the items were outdated, 
could no longer be used. But we had begun quarreling over every issue 
from No. 2 on, and this helped bring matters to a climax. 


I could not believe my eyes when No. 6 arrived [I wrote Minton]... . We 
have had conference after conference on how to reach our readers, we have 
puzzled over the fact that a majority of subscribers at present are the five-buck- 
liberals of The Nation and New Republic, that the people we really want to reach 
are the members of the labor unions—by the hundreds of thousands. What do 
you think either class of readers cares about the puzzle of the Burma Road? .. . 
even if it was a news story and not a piece of dope?... 

On the other hand, I prepared a story of the Coughlinite Christian Front back- 
ing Willkie, Willkie’s declaration against anti-Semitism, and a challenge [to 
Willkie] to disavow the Coughlinites. Now this was news. It is a story which will 
get every Catholic, Protestant and Jew and Freethinker interested; it will be 
another scandal in the Willkie campaign; it will excite Republican and Demo- 
crat; in short, it will interest everyone, from the ivory-towered liberals to the 
progressive Maritime Union. But you ruined that story... . 

No. 6 is so terrible that I have been forced to make a decision, or rather to 
offer a choice of three: 1. I will either decide what is news and what is not news, 
or I will resign; 2. I will remain, but my name will have to come off, and no 
publicity issued under my name, and 3. I will withdraw, but not resign, and 
contribute free of charge a press column for each issue, signed, but with my 
name off the masthead... . 


Mr. Minton’s reply was unsatisfactory. I do not have it because I clipped 
paragraphs and wrote my objections in the margin. A few lines remain: “We 
must utilize news in order to give our readers direction,” and again, “We 
must use In fact directly as a political weapon.” I disagreed. The even num- 
bers were now written by my associate who was devoting himself to a 
“Peace mobilization” which I could not protest when he showed me that the 
press in general had distorted this movement; and to a fight against con- 
scription. 

The reaction to these two issues was the beginning of a nationwide cam- 
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paign of newspapers, columnists, magazines, and radio against the news- 
letter, accusing it of following the Communist line or the Stalinist line, but 
in no instance I know of was Mr. Minton mentioned. In all instances where 
the editor was accused (falsely accused) it was I. So vigorous and persistent 
were the attacks on me that even some of my friends began to write me 
questioningly. To one of them I replied: 


Dear Upton Sinclair: The facts are that this weekly was founded by two per- 
sons, Bruce Minton and myself. .. . 

All the attacks which have been made on In fact concerning its past quote the 
Minton pieces against war, against Britain, etc. I get the blame for them. I have 
not defended myself or explained publicly because I do not want to attack 
Minton.... 

In Spain I changed from a pacifist—-which I had been from 1918 on—to an 
advocate of all measures including war, against Fascism. I am neither a Com- 
munist nor a redbaiter, and I have been willing to fight with anyone, including 
the Communists, so long as the war is against Fascism. . . . 

I still think that it is a fact that In fact has done more than any publication 
in America to expose and fight Fascism, and there is no doubt it is the most 
important weapon against the corrupt press. ... 


Upon receipt of this letter, Upton Sinclair sent me an enthusiastic endorse- 
ment of my newsletter, which was printed along with congratulatory mes- 
sages from Secretary of the Interior Harold L. Ickes; Theodore Dreiser; 
George Addes, Secretary-Treasurer of the United Autoworkers; Senator 
James E. Murray of Montana; President Alexander F, Whitney of the 
Brotherhood of Railway Trainmen; Dr. Guy Emery Shipler of The Church- 
man; actor Edward G. Robinson; playwright Clifford Odets; Senator Mat- 
thew M. Neely of West Virginia; Representatives Coffee, De Lacy, and 
Adolph J. Sabath; Edward A. Ross, professor emeritus of sociology, Univer- 
sity of Wisconsin; actor Bela Lugosi; columnist Drew Pearson; and officers 
and men from all the theatres of war, including Iwo Jima. 

Mr. Minton’s name disappeared with the eleventh fortnightly issue but, 
inasmuch as he had engaged the entire personnel, including our one re- 
search worker, I am afraid that some of his influence carried over a little 
longer. 

In 1945 Bruce Minton was expelled from the Communist Party U.S.A. of 
which he had been a secret member. 

In 1951, when he was an editor at Rinehart & Co., I sent him proofs of 
a chapter on In fact I planned to include in a book. He replied: 


The In fact material is good. . . . I worry about your kindness to me. There 
is no need for it. . . . I represented throughout the whole period—how well I see 
it all now—not myself, but a movement, much of which I would like to repudiate 


and turn my back on. 
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Even in that capacity I did you wrong, not deliberately, but because I acted 
as I should [not] have acted, and that was wrong, and there were strings 
to it... that went through me to others who had plans, and the plans were 
always devious and now I see them as dishonest. 

I thought at the time I was doing right; now I wish to God I had had no part 
in the whole thing. . . . The mark of the beast was placed on the magazine, and 
harmed you and it, and that was unfortunate. . . . You should not pull punches 
in that passage merely because I might be offended. I won't be. 


I did not write for further explanations. It was not until I sent Minton 
the transcript of my McCarthy hearing in which the origins of In fact are 
mentioned that he voluntarily, and with a covering letter giving me permis- 
sion to use it, sent me a complete confession honestly and frankly telling 
me about all his secret activities in the past as a Communist agent. 


Why No Redbaiting? 


If you tell the truth you make enemies. My enemies were the most power- 
ful persons and forces in the United States, and they controlled the major 
part of the mass media of communications. 

After parting company with Bruce Minton I began a series of what I be- 
lieved the most important subjects worthy of an exposé. (Several of these 
are in this book, brought up to date. ) 

I tried to stick to the policy of no policy, to publish only facts. Very little 
can be done against facts. The facts about the National Association of 
Manufacturers are facts, although the newspapers generally have suppressed 
them when they were revealed by five congressional investigations; and the 
facts about the American Legion, its origin, the declarations of commanders 
in favor of fascism, remain facts although they cannot be found in the press 
but in books; and so are the facts about Buchmanism (Moral Re-Arma- 
ment), and the Reader's Digest, and the scores of native American fascist 
organizations subsidized by Press Lord Frank Gannett and the DuPonts and 
the Pews; and the tobacco interests, and the great advertising agencies which 
have a sinister influence on the mass media as William Allen White first 
noted; and there are facts about the extreme Right all the way down to the 
John Birch Society of 1968; and there are facts in the fraud orders, about 
four hundred a year, which have been suppressed by the 99.44 per cent 
(pure) American press for at least thirty years, and on this very day. If you 
print them the enemy may call you a muckraker, but they cannot deny the 
facts and they cannot very well redbait you. 

What the friends of corruption and the enemies of facts did was to use the 
Bruce Minton propaganda and think-pieces of 1940 and 1941 against me the 
next eight years. The entire Hearst press, the Scripps-Howard news media, 
the Gannett chain, Colonel McCormick, Saturday Evening Post, Collier's, 
Pegler and Sokolsky and Fulton Lewis of WOR-Mutual, each with at least 
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a million readers or listeners, and Reader’s Digest with 50,000,000, all basing 
their libels on Minton’s writing, joined in attacking In fact as red, Stalinist, 
following the Communist line, or fellow traveler, sometimes using words 
which could escape a libel suit, sometimes using libel because they knew 
I did not have the money for libel suits. Eventually this campaign, ironically 
enough aided by a Communist Party boycott, killed the newsletter. 

Among the suggestions well-meaning supporters made for countering this 
attack were several which can be summed up in this line in one of the let- 
ters: “To prove you are not a red, why don’t you also go in for a little red- 
baiting?” Hundreds insisted on editorials. About once a year I wrote one. 
The earliest is dated June 9, 1941: 


So far as redbaiting is concerned, we advise all those who like it to read the 
Hearst, Scripps-Howard and other anti-labor newspapers. It is a fact that most 
which are anti-labor, which suppress the news, which defend the viewpoint of 
big business and advertisers, are also red-baiters. . . . 

As I have stated frequently, I am not a Communist. I do not follow the 
Communist Party line. I do not know what the phrase means. I follow no line 
but my own, which was stated when In fact was founded and is here repeated. 

No red-baiter has found fault with the contents of In fact. An attack has been 
made against me on the negative charge that I myself have done no redbaiting. 
There will be no baiting in In fact, red or otherwise. If I am able to get true news 
from Russia, China, and Mexico (which usually get a dishonest deal in the 
press) I will print it. If again the entire press lies, as it did about “bombard- 
ment of civilians in Helsinki” or Russian fortification of the islands off Alaska for 
an attack on America, I will expose such falsehoods. If I make errors I will 
correct them. But when false statements are published about me . . . I will de- 
mand corrections. 


This was the theme, with variations, once a year. 

We were investigated by two organizations devoted to exposing the ene- 
mies of American democracy, the Federation to Fight Fascism, of which 
Kenneth Ellis was director; and the Friends of Democracy, of which Dr. 
Leon Birkhead was the crusading leader. We were questioned about the 
almost universal flood of red charges against us; and the replies, usually 
written by my new assistant, Victor Weingarten, who joined me when the 
war was over—he had been in the Navy—repeated much of the foregoing. 
The Federation to Fight Fascism then devoted an entire issue of its weekly 
digest to exposing the men and publications attacking In fact, including 
Louis Budenz, former editor of the Communist Daily Worker; Frederick 
Woltman, whom it described as “the Grand Inquisitor of the Scripps-Howard 
papers’; David Sentner of the Hearst press; Eugene Lyons of Reader's Di- 
gest; and others. Referring to their activities it concluded: 

“There is no more dangerous un-American activity than red-baiting. It 
must be remembered that the red-baiter is a coward; he is also a liar, for he 
is not concerned with attacking the Communist Party USA, or with rooting 
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out bona fide Communists from public bureaus. He [uses] the epithet ted’ 
as an accusation which he knows to be false, but which he is sure will 
destroy the reputation of his target.” 

Fruitful cooperation between In fact and Friends of Democracy for many 
years followed. 

But not all the pressure against the newsletter camc from the redbaiters. 
From the time Bruce Minton left we began to receive telephone ealls and 
letters which were no doubt from the extreme Left and which we were told 
were from Communists, overt or covert members of the Party. 

In my files I have for example a letter from Morris U. Schappes protesting 
my earliest exposé of Willkie and Lamont of the House of Morgan. “What 
disturbs me,” he wrote, “is that the exposé of Willkie has definitely taken on 
a pro-Roosevelt character. My suspicion that you are shamefacedly squirm- 
ing into the Roosevelt ‘lesser evil’ bandwagon is confirmed by the fact that 
apparently Mr. Minton is no longer connected with In fact.” 

A Mrs. Bella Dodd phoned my office and my home frequently, protesting 
and offering suggestions. She complained especially of news items about 
labor unions which were opposed to the Left. I wrote her that facts were 
facts, that no one could advise me what to print and what not to print, 
and that I did not care whether or not the Daily Worker was “kicking 
around’ some items it had not liked in In fact. After this letter she never 
interfered again. But it was interesting to find this paragraph in Danger on 
the Right, published by Arnold Forster and Benjamin R. Epstein: “YAF’s 
[Young Americans for Freedom, a member of the new Extreme Right] 
national advisory board of 41 congressmen and five United States senators 
represents varying shades of the political Right. Noncongressional members 
include former Leftists who had swung over to the Right, such as Dr. Bella 
V. Dodd, once a well-known communist leader... . 

The New Masses, to which I had contributed to symposiums on fascism 
and Spain along with Ernest Hemingway and Sinclair Lewis, continued to 
ask me for statements or articles, but from the day In fact was founded I 
refused to cooperate with either Left or Right. I quit all organizations 
except the Democratic Party (Connecticut) and the American Civil Liber- 
ties Union. Dr. Harry F. Ward of Union Theological Seminary asked me 
to sign a Statement to the President and Congress concerning the attempt 
to outlaw the Communist Party. Dr. John Kingsbury of the American 
Council on Soviet Relations wanted me to become a member. These and 
similar approaches I refused from 1940 on. 

But by 1948 I had to report in an editorial that the attack on In fact 
had become “the most concentrated campaign against anyone in America.” 

I wrote to J. Edgar Hoover telling him that letter carriers were telling 
persons to whom they delivered In fact that they had better cancel their 
subscriptions; I had evidence and named the post offices where agents 
believed to be FBI men made lists of all my subscribers. I had evidence 


LET THE FACTS SPEAK FOR THEMSELVES ov 


from my hometown post office (Norwalk, Connecticut) that an FBI agent 
was sending to Hartford headquarters a daily list of every piece of mail 
my wife and I received, and although Mr. Hoover always replied and 
always said it was not an FBI man doing this work, things got so bad 
hundreds of faithful subscribers suggested we mail the newsletter in plain 
envelopes—they would pay the extra postage. 

My last desperate editorial is dated May 22, 1950: 


For ten years we have made it our job to name and expose these forces (the 
subjects of 10 years of exposés). 

We believe this is a vital duty in the service of democratic Americanism. 

We have followed no party line. 

We have been attacked from both Right and Left; we have been attacked 
for “following the Communist line” and we have been attacked by the Com- 
munists for not doing so. 

This is to be expected when you let the facts speak for themselves. .. . 

But no one has ever challenged our statement that we print the facts (and 
fairly) and that we stand ready—as the standard press does not—to print correc- 
tions and keep the record straight (and honest)... . 

Your enemies, the reactionaries, are in power in the press, in politics, every- 
where. The voices against reaction are few and small. You must decide now 
that you want this publication to continue in this fight against reaction. . . . 


We kept alive the last two years on the sale of books. Circulation dropped 
from 176,000 to about 56,000, which was still about the combined circula- 
tion of The Nation and the New Republic. But it was no use. We could not 
survive the assassins. And since it had been my announced purpose to 
publish a newsletter “for the millions who want a free press,” and there was 
no longer a chance of reaching a large public, publication was suspended 
in October, 1950. 


I have told this story at length because it has several obvious lessons. 
However, the main reason for the details on how the newsletter was founded, 
its immediate success, and the means by which it was destroyed, is that in 
my concluding chapter I plan to make a proposal based on this past history. 
There is still room for a publication answering the public demand for 
news, for the facts, speaking for themselves. 


st PART II 


Exposés: Then and Now 


Seven x 


THE ORIGIN OF THE 
CIGARET-CANCER EXPOSE 


It is now more than half a century since I began writing exposés, the 
earliest suppressed by my own newspaper, but published in Philadelphia and 
New York; one of them made possible the founding of a new crusading 
weekly in my home town. 

The four most important items I remember were: An investigation of a 
blacklist of workers trying to organize or even to discuss unions, circulated 
by the United States Steel Corporation; the ownership of bordello real 
estate by the leading millionaire families of Pittsburgh; the suit against the 
son of the owner of a leading department store by one of his employees, 
charging rape; a round-up of all the fake doctors and strange medical prac- 
titioners of the city. 

‘The sixteen books I have written since I quit the daily newspapers, 
and the twenty-one volumes of the newsletter In fact, mainly a criticism 
of the commercial newspapers and magazines, are almost entirely journal- 
istic. In the course of seventeen years as a foreign correspondent I was 
credited with several worldwide “scoops,” in which I take no pride what- 
ever. All this journalism is ephemeral, scoops are accidental, and eventually 
it all signifies nothing. 

In my newspaper writings, the value was in the facts, or the truth as near 
as I could get it, about the march of Fascism, Naziism, and Reaction. 
Almost everyone attacked the Left. But, “der Feind steht rechts” [the 
enemy is on the Right], I heard the Catholic chancellor of the German 
Republic tell the Reichstag frequently, while Hitler was gathering his 
legions, and I felt it a duty to expose the real enemy. The Spanish War, 
1936-1939, in which I returned for a brief time to daily journalism, repre- 
senting the New York Post in Madrid, was, I felt, my small contribution 
toward warning the world that the Fascist Internationale and the fascist 
conspiracy were rehearsing here for the second world war, in which they 
would attempt to take over the world. 
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If there is, however, a single exposé for which I do want credit, it is that 
of helping to start and continuing for about thirty years the campaign to 
enlighten the American people about tobacco as a shortener of. life and 
a cause of cancer. 

(This story also represents thirty years of proof that the American press 
—with the usual exception of about 1 per cent—suppresses the news and 
does not represent the general welfare of the American people, as men- 
tioned first in the Constitution of the United States. ) 

Here is a brief chronicle of how the story originated, how the press sup- 
pressed it, how the authors of the exposé were vilified, and how eventually 
some 50,000,000 Americans heard about an addiction which now causes 
between 300,000 and 500,000 deaths a year and disables more than a million 
persons. 

It began in 1933. Under the direction of Dr. Raymond Pearl of the De- 
partment of Biology at Johns Hopkins University, a study of all deaths of 
patients from age 35 on, classified as smokers, light smokers, and heavy 
smokers, was begun to find if possible the influence of tobacco on human 
longevity. 

A summary of the study, involving almost 7,000 persons, was available to 
the press in 1938; and Science Service, March 4, 1938, sent an item about 
it to the newspapers. In May, Scientific American carried the report, to 
which it added its own conclusion, that “the smoking of tobacco was asso- 
ciated definitely with an impairment of life duration and the amount or 
degree of this impairment increased as the habitual amount of smoking 
increased.” 

On February 24th Dr. Pearl addressed the New York Academy of Medi- 
cine on longevity, presenting for the first time—and making available to the 
press which was present—the first life tables ever constructed showing 
that tobacco shortens the lives of every man and woman who uses it. 

On December 16th Secretary of the Interior Harold L. Ickes wrote me 
saying he would soon debate, on Town Hall of the Air, Press Lord Frank 
Gannett on the question, “Do We Have a Free Press?” “I propose to demon- 
strate to the best of my ability that we do not have a free press,” Ickes 
wrote, asking for some up-to-date material to supplement what I had used 
in my last book, Lords of the Press. 

I sent Mr. Ickes a dozen documented fresher examples of news suppres- 
sion and mishandling. The debate took place on January 16, 1939; the 
statements were general. In the question period someone asked Mr. Ickes 
for illustrations to prove his points, and he mentioned one or two he got 
elsewhere, and added almost casually: 

“T understand that at Johns Hopkins University there is a very sensational 
finding resulting from the ‘study of the effect of cigaret smoking that has 
not appeared, so far as I know, in any newspaper in the United States. I 
wonder if that is because the tobacco companies are such large advertisers.” 
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Town Meeting then had an audience of seven to ten million and, as this 
debate was later declared the most popular in years, it is likely that more 
than ten million heard this statement. The majority undoubtedly paid little 
attention to it. But it was the first mention in America—if not in the world— 
of tobacco as a killer which was heard by millions of persons. 

The reaction of the press was ferocious. With the usual few honest excep- 
tions, the press attacked Ickes with cartoons, editorials, news stories, biased 
headlines, syndicated columns, misstatements and false statements. Editor ¢ 
Publisher naturally led the howling pack. But when the New York World- 
Telegram said editorially (oLpD 1ckK—ne’s a carp) that the Secretary of the 
Interior’s remarks had the “tang of a livery stable,” even Editor & Publisher 
said that was “in bad taste.” 

The Newspaper Guild made a survey of Gannett’s sixteen dailies and 
proved their unfairness in reporting the debate. For example, the Massena 
Observer gave its owner 26 inches to say the press was honest; Ickes noth- 
ing. The score at the Malone Telegram was 24 to 0. One Gannett paper gave 
Ickes 2 inches. The Utica Daily Press score was Gannett 78, Ickes 19. 

There was a similar disproportion throughout the country, the Guild 
reported; Gannett of course was favored. Twenty-five important papers 
examined for editorial opinion showed eighteen outrightly hostile to Ickes, 
plus four moderately critical, only three favorable. The 72 per cent hostile 
plus 16 per cent critical probably held good for the whole country. 

However, a prize for hypocrisy could have been awarded to the most 
important journal among the critics, the great New York Herald Tribune, 
which had in truth suppressed all mention of the 1938 Pearl findings and 
now published an editorial, under the heading mr. 1cKEs STUMBLES saying 
that Mr. Ickes was wrong in his charge of suppression. I wrote the Herald 
Tribune: 


The facts in the case are: 
The Associated Press story on Dr. Pearl (Feb. 24 for papers of Feb. 25, 1938) 
received the following treatment in New York: 


Herald Tribune : No story 

Sun No story 

Daily News No story 

Mirror No story 

Post No story 
Journal-American No story 
World-Telegram Several paragraphs at 

bottom of a page 

Times About % col., p. 19 


Yet, according to the weekly Time, which also carries cigaret advertising, this 
story was sensational enough “to scare the life out of tobacco manufacturers and 
make tobacco users’ flesh creep.” (March 7). 
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To my surprise the Herald Tribune did print my letter, but worse than 
suppression was their headline and editorial note. The heading was NINETY 
PER CENT wronc. The editorial note said in part: “By Mr. Seldes’ own state- 
ments Secretary Ickes was far more wrong than right.” Mr. Ickes had in- 
deed been wrong in saying it had not appeared in any newspaper: it had 
appeared in the Washington Post, alone among metropolitan journals in 
America. A few country weeklies had used the Science Service report. 

Alexander Crosby of the Newspaper Guild called Wilbur Forrest, execu- 
tive editor of the Herald Tribune. Mr. Forrest said: “The reason we did not 
carry the tobacco story was that we got scooped. That story was the local 
AP service . . . but we don’t get their local service.” 

Mr. Crosby called the Associated Press, which informed him that Forrest 
had indeed been sent this local service and, moreover, that Forrest’s science 
editor, Howard W. Blakeslee, had attended the medical meeting and re- 
ported it. The AP said it had not suppressed the story; the papers it served 
had done so. 

I therefore wrote Mr. Forrest again, giving the above facts, adding: 


Mr. Ickes was 100 percent right. . . . Science Service . . . informs me that the 
Washington Post ran two columns on it, that it has two short clippings . . . but 
no other important clippings. No New York paper actually covered the story. 

From Dr. Pearl’s tables LaFollette’s Progressive, a weekly which did cover the 
storv, showed that: 

The percentage excess deaths above non-smokers, among moderate smokers, 

is 14%. 

The percentage excess deaths above non-smokers, among heavy smokers, 

is 61%. 

Deaths from age 30 to 60 among non-smokers per 100,000: 33,436. 
Ditto, heavy smokers, 53,774. 

Unless my thirty years of journalism have been cockeyed wrong, I judge this 
to be a story, and it is a story that no paper in the United States, with the excep- 
tion of the Washington Post, has yet covered. Mr. Ickes was therefore right. 


Mr. Forrest and I were old friends, colleagues in G-2d in Pershing’s 
army. He refused to publish my second letter. He invited me for lunch 
instead. 

Edwin L. James, managing editor of the Times, wrote persons who ques- 
tioned him that neither Secretary Ickes nor I had told the truth. He enclosed 
with his letters photostats of the Times’ coverage of the Pearl address, which 
had appeared on page 16, a page which incidentally bore the rubric 
“Amusements.” The heading was: 


SCIENCE FORETELLS HUMAN LIFE SPAN 


Halfway down the column, which dealt with the effects of hard work and 
other matters, were exactly sixteen lines, which constituted a discreet burial 
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of the news of deaths from tobacco. Moreover, the Times’ own correspondent 
mentioned the tremendously important and sensational statistical graphs— 
which means that they were available to the press, but there is no evidence 
any newspaper in the country used them. 

From that day on, Mr. James and I throughout the entire decade of In 
fact, carried on a bitter war of letters on the subject of freedom of the press, 
and Mr. James always sent photostats of Times coverage. I wrote my old 
friend that I watched the Times because it was the most powerful and 
important paper in the United States, and I challenged him many times 
a year. One result was that he gave orders to watch the tobacco story. (I 
know this because once, when a science reporter told him he had an item on 
this subject, James’ first question was: Does it confirm or deny the Seldes 
story?) 

On April 16th the Times again carried a two-thirds column on Dr. Pearl, 
but this time it was headed: 


TOBACCO CALLED 
A LIFE SHORTENER 


On March 12th James published a full column by his noted science editor, 
William L. Laurence, headlined: “Cigaret Smoking Analyzed in Study.” 
Although devoted to a Journal of the American M edical Association report, 
it repeated the Pearl report which had not appeared in 1938. 

Westbrook Pegler, in his syndicated column reaching many millions, 
crudely attacked Mr. Ickes, challenged him to prove suppression. He also 
boasted he had written columns inimical to the tobacco industry. I sent 
him the documentation but he did not use it. 

“Arthur Krock, oldest columnist of the Times, wrote that “Secretary Ickes 
believes every story brought to him against the press, by persons however 
irresponsible. . . .” When I sent the responsible documentation he wrote 
that, inasmuch as he did not mention me by name, he did not feel any 
obligation to correct his statement. 

Among the many confidential reports I received from fellow journalists 
was one which I can now disclose owing to the demise of the once great 
New York Sun: One of its syndicated columnists, Lemuel Parton, wrote a 
piece on smoking and was threatened with a boycott if he mentioned cig- 
arets again. One of his papers actually threw him out. 

The Saturday Evening Post told its millions of readers that the “outcry 
against suppression and censorship” resulted from a “baseless assumption. 
_.. No amount of suppression by capitalists or other interested parties will 
keep the people ignorant of the fact that on or about March 21 Spring 
will arrive.” 

By what the apologists for the mass media might term a coincidence, 
or ten thousand coincidences, almost all who shared the billions spent on 
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advertising annually attacked Mr. Ickes and the Pearl tobacco report about 
which they had suppressed the news. 

On the other side were all the small publications which live by readers’ 
support or the subsidies of liberals. The Guild Reporter took this occasion 
to point out that Press Lord Gannett had also made a deal with the Inter- 
national Paper and Power Co., which put him in debt to the public utilities, 
a scandal of the time. Consumers Union not only reported on smoking but 
began the series of analyses and reports equal to a crusade against the 
poisoner. The New Republic severely censured Dr. Pear] for his statement 
that his findings had been well reported because he had “pailfuls” of vil- 
lage weekly clippings, probably all reporting the same Science Service item. 
“We feel,” said the New Republic, “that the Johns Hopkins scientist owes 
him [Seldes] an apology.” Heywood Broun said in his column that “Dr. 
Pearl, who rushed to the defense of Frank Gannett ... must be more sci- 
entific in his laboratory than in public forums.” In the New Republic Broun 
wrote: 

“Even publishers themselves are beginning to admit reluctantly that per- 
haps the great white light of criticism is not turned on journalistic practice 
as often as might be salutary. Such efforts as George Seldes or Secretary 
Ickes have made to date have been greeted with ire rather than under- 
standing.” 

In one of his last columns for the World-Telegram and the Scripps-How- 
ard chain, Broun repeated his view that advertisers do influence the press 
and that Dr. Pearl was wrong in saying the opposite. Shortly afterwards 
Roy Howard refused to renew the contract for the only liberal he had in 
his stable of columnists, and Broun lost his multi-million audience. 


With the establishment of my own newsletter I was able for ten years 
to carry on a crusade against tobacco; I published no less than a hundred 
items on this subject in the five hundred issues of In fact, using almost every 
one of them as illustration and proof that the mass media, notably the 
press, was still venal because it suppressed news on this subject. 

The first In fact mention of cigaret smoking as a cause of lung cancer 
appeared in an article offered me by Dr. Edwin J. Grace of Grace Clinic, 
Brooklyn, an authority on the subject. It caused a great sensation. Reports 
came to me that thousands of notable persons in Hollywood, second to New 
York in my subscription count, had stopped smoking—at least temporarily. 
Dr. Grace also mentioned the deleterious effects of smoking during preg- 
nancy, a subject which did not reach the commercial press until 1960. 

During the In fact decade the Federal Trade Commission courageously 
continued its attack by issuing fraud orders against Camel, Pall Mall, Lucky 
Strike, Old Gold, and Philip Morris, naming them, finding them guilty of 


false advertising in newspapers, magazines, and on the radio. There were 
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twenty-two charges of falsity against Camel cigarets. In every instance the 
FTC allegations were sustained. 

The American Medical Association, which should have been first in the 
field, rather belatedly took up the subject. Its triple report THE EFFECTS OF 
SMOKING CIGARETS appeared in its Journal of June 15, 1944; it was one of the 
most serious indictments to date, but the Times gave it only six inches, the 
press generally ignored it. 

One of the AMA authors was Dr. Charles Sheard of the Mayo Clinic. 
At a meeting of biologists shortly afterwards, he spoke of the effect of 
smoking on eyesight—important not only to night flying but night driving. 
The Associated Press tacked onto this item something it dragged up from 
somewhere saying that rats subjected to smoke lived just as long as others. 
This gave the Chicago Daily News a chance to write the headline: NICOTINE 
LOSES AND WINS, 

Dr. Evarts A. Graham, addressing the American Congress of Surgery in 
Chicago in 1949, made the most important report to that date on smoking 
as a cause of lung cancer. This time the Associated Press must be credited 
with sending the news in full, and it was used in full in that small segment 
of the press which almost always appears on honor rolls—such dailies as the 
Post-Dispatch and the Christian Science Monitor, for examples. But my 
journalist correspondents in a score of cities sent me other reports: 

New York had the worst record: Only the Herald Tribune published the 
lung cancer report, eight papers suppressed it. 

Chicago. Sinee the news originated there, the papers gave it some play. 
The Tribune, voted “the world’s worst newspaper” by the Washington press 
corps, printed half a column, appropriately on the obituary page. 

' Los Angeles. The Daily News in an early edition printed a tiny item sent 
out by the United Press; in a later edition the item was cut in half, to 
three inches. 

But if the AP in Chicago is to be credited, its sister bureau in Denver 
should be censured. 

Dr. Alton Ochsner, professor of surgery at Tulane, informed the Rocky 
Mountain Cancer Society he had “found in the past twenty years that the 
incidence of cancer of the lung has soared upward in a line parallel with 
that of the cigaret sales chart.” He also said, “I don't smoke; I’m afraid to.” 

Since Dr. Ochsner was nationally known, the AP assigned Elliot Chaze to 
report. The original story began: 

“The eigaret companies won't like this, but a man who ought to know 
thinks a lot of citizens are digging their graves with their own lungs. 

“Dr. Alton Ochsner . . . takes a dim view of the cheery, 4-color cigaret 
advertisements.” 

Lung cancer was increasing among women. “As you know,” said he, 
“women are beginning to smoke more and more heavily.” 
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One hour after the foregoing factual report was sent, the Associated Press 
sent this bulletin to all its subscribers: 


A85KX 

Bulletin 

ELIMINATION 

Denver — Eliminate Cigaret 
Cancer story (A64KX) Moved 
625 PCS today. (Controversial). 
A sub is coming. 


I have the original bulletin, sent me by an indignant member of the AP. 
Ninety minutes later subscribers received the substitution eliminating the 
reference to citizens digging their graves, the “dim view” on cigaret adver- 
tising, and notably all references to the increase of cancer among women 
which, although an established scientific fact, the AP declared “contro- 
versial.” My informant published the original item despite AP orders. In 
New York the World-Telegram printed the substitution; the other eight 
papers failed to print either. 

In the course of In fact’s first eight years we noted frequently that the 
AP sometimes sent out tobacco-and-death stories, the United Press rarely, 
the Hearst International News Service almost never, but what was even 
more damning in passing judgment on the press was the fact that many 
times when they did receive the news which the agencies did not suppress, 
the individual newspapers by the hundreds themselves suppressed it. 

Again, for three months the House of Representatives debated whether or 
not to include tobacco in the Marshall Plan and, if so, how much to buy. 

Every special interest brought pressure on Congress. The coffee, the cot- 
ton, the sugar, the milled flour, the magazine publishing group all insisted 
that their products be bought for billions of dollars and shipped abroad in 
the American effort to buy friends and keep the world from going com- 
munistic. Herbert Hoover, who had fed Belgium and Russia, told the House 
coffee was not a food for starving people, but his view was defeated. The 
American wine interests got $114,000,000 worth of their product included 
as food. The great Grocery Manufacturers of America lobby insisted on 
processed foods on which they made a fat profit; it opposed wheat and rye 
and plain foods. The millers’ lobby won out on bleached, vitamin-less food, 
although the Chinese and other governments protested. 

Under the headline concress DEBATES TOBACCO 3 MONTHS; PRESS OMITS 
NEWS In fact published the story of the multi-billion-dollar blackmail en- 
gaged in by the senators and representatives of many states, notably Vir- 
ginia, Kentucky, the Carolinas, and other tobacco-raising states; the mem- 
bers of Congress from the beloved South threatened to destroy the Marshall 
Plan in toto if tobacco was not included. They also engaged in vote trading 
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with the men from the milling states, the Wine-growing states. But not a 
word about this great scandal appeared in any newspaper. 

Many of our staunchest friends could not believe in such corruption of 
the press: I was challenged to give the source of my information. I replied: 
the Congressional Record. 

In succeeding issues I published columns of documentation from the 
Record—dates, pages, short quotations pro and con—regarding the tobacco 
lobby’s effort which eventually resulted in the American people paying 
out $1,000,000,000 to send a health hazard to Europe under the label “food 
for the starving poor.” We quoted Senator Alben Barkley of Kentucky 
defending this amount because “tobacco pays into the treasury of the 
United States $1,200,000,000 a year in taxes—five times as much as the 
tobacco costs, therefore it must be produced and disposed of somehow, 
even if given away. Senator William E. Jenner of Indiana favored the in- 
clusion because he said tobacco “has to do with the rebuilding of the 
economy of Western Europe to withstand the onslaught of Communism.” 
A congressman named Flanagan said, in the Record, that “Tobacco would 
fight Communism . . . will aid in eliminating or retarding the spread of 
ideologies antagonistic to democracy.” 

Another week, when not a word had as yet appeared in the daily news- 
papers, we asked our readers if they could identify this headline: tHe 
STARVING ASK FOR BREAD AND ARE GIVEN TOBACCO. Representative Daniel A. 
Reed of New York had written this title for his protest in the Congressional 
Record to the shipment of exactly one billion dollars worth of tobacco under 
the Marshall Plan, $265,000,000 the first year, and just a little less the three 
following years. None of our readers could spot the Reed item in any news- 
paper in the country. 


With the suspension of my newsletter in October, 1950, I found there 
were no longer any channels of the mass media open to me for reaching 
many people. The thousands of daily and weekly newspapers and the power- 
ful magazines I had named the past decade; the Un-American Committees; 
the members of the House and Senate I had exposed as being elected with 
National Association of Manufacturers’ money; the Ancient Order of Red- 
baiters, as Sokolsky called the members of his group, including Frederick 
Woltman, Eugene Lyons of Reader's Digest, Westbrook Pegler and others; 
Fulton Lewis, Jr., whose statements were protected by the Mutual Network 
and the Federal Communications Commission—all these manipulators of 
public opinion whom my attorney was sure had libeled and slandered and 
defamed me but whom I could not sue because I did not have any money, 
had created what I called a “non-conspiracy” against my newsletter and me. 

The idea of reaching a million Americans, my goal for my newsletter, 
now collapsed entirely. I could write only for the few small independent 
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weeklies and monthlies such as The Nation, with some 30,000 circulation 
and The Independent with 10,000. However, one remarkable paper, The 
Gazette & Daily, of York, Pennsylvania, invited me to contribute a column 
to its editorial pages, and so I was able on a dozen occasions in the 1950- 
1960 decade to report on the progress of the campaign against tobacco. I 
named names, brands, tobacco companies, advertising agencies, newspapers, 
and magazines which were dishonest and corrupt and venal, and I was never 
censored or omitted by this newspaper. Nor by The Independent. The latter, 
Lyle Stuart’s dynamic and courageous monthly tabloid, is beginning its 17th 
year of publication. 

It had now become impossible for radio, television, the magazines—the 
three main advertising media for cigarets-—and the still powerful newspaper 
press to omit all news of tobacco the killer, to which the whole world was 
listening. 

In the House of Commons Ian Macleod, Britain’s minister of health, 
declared in the mid-1950s that “it must be regarded as established that 
there is a relationship between smoking and cancer of the lungs.” Eventually 
the British government published posters, which I saw in the Under- 
ground, showing a skull and a burning cigaret and the words sMoKING 
CAUSES CANCER. Dr. Alton Ochsner wrote a book which said without qualifi- 
cation, “Cigarets cause cancer.” He predicted in the 1950s that 23,000 
Americans would die in one year from lung cancer, that the rate would go 
up every year, and that “in 95 per cent of the cases death will be traceable 
to smoking.” The American Cancer Society, criticized at times for dilatori- 
ness, sent a research report to the American Medical Association based on 
a two and a half year study by Drs. E. Cuyler Hammond and Daniel Horn. 
Every honest report confirmed Dr. Pearl’s 1938 study: It was now becoming 
a matter of life and death for many people. 

The reader may well ask how, in the face of a quarter of a century of 
scientific reports by medical associations, and the actions of many govern- 
ments, and the work of the honest liberal weeklies, and the broadcast to at 
least 25,000,000 of the news by Reader's Digest—about the only act in its 
history worth noting on its credit side—it was possible for the American 
people to buy and smoke more cigarets in the late 1960’s than ever before 
in history, five hundred billion cigarets a year, knowing that the disease 
and death rate due to smoking was increasing. It is surely a question worth 
pondering. 

There are two answers. 

The first, perhaps more clever than true, is that given by H. L. Mencken, 
who said that no one had ever gone wrong “in underestimating the intelli- 
gence of the American people.” 

The second reason is truly alarming: Every time a medical or foreign 
governmental report is issued saying unqualifiedly that cigarets cause cancer, 
or cigarets.shorten life, and the New York stock market collapses for a day 


ORIGIN OF THE CIGARET-CANCER EXPOSE il 


or two, a vast smoke curtain of doubt or confusion is blown up and spread 
throughout the nation by the advertising and public relations branches of 
the tobacco industry, by the Tobacco Institute, by the Tobacco Industry 
Research Committee, by the “big four” advertising agencies which handle 
Camels, Luckies, Chesterfields, and Old Golds, and the newer brands, and 
the industry's propaganda bureau, Hill & Knowlton. 

This confusion is spread by the same 99 per cent of the press which once 
suppressed the Pearl story and which now cannot suppress the news en- 
tirely. But it can still confuse the public. It can raise doubts in smoker’s 
minds. It can provide an “if” or a “perhaps” to which the 60,000,000 tobacco 
addicts cling because they want to continue to be addicts. 

This is how it is done: The American Cancer Society issued a report 
based on years of research saying smoking causes lung cancer. The news- 
papers must publish it. They do so. But meanwhile Hill & Knowlton counter 
with a statement by Timothy V. Hartnett, chairman of the Tobacco Industry 
Research Committee (TIRC), who says: “Laboratory research . . . fails to 
provide any proof that smoking causes lung cancer.” 

To every report of the American Cancer Society, Royal Medical Society, 
or Mayo Clinic, the tobacco industry through its press relations department 
appends a statement that disease and death are only “statistically proved.” 

The American press invariably uses the tobacco industry's releases. These 
ridiculous statements—denials based on nothing whatever—receive in our 
free press in many instances equal space with the reports of learned bodies 
and governments. There are even instances in my files of newspapers pub- 
lishing denials sent them by the Tobacco Institute and the TIRC to stories 
they themselves had never printed. I do not underestimate the intelligence of 
the American people, but I think it is obvious that the dishonesty of the 
American press in treating paid agents of the cigaret makers as equals to 
the great doctors and great scientists who have prepared the reports on 
tobacco and in publicizing the tobacco-industry nonsense from 1950 to 1960 
is the continuing proof of my charge that the newspapers never have served 
and still do not serve the general welfare of America. The doubt and con- 
fusion their method creates keep the cigaret market booming. 

In the mid-1950s I published the following report on certain publications 
and other members of the mass media: 


N.Y. Herald Tribune. Headline: “The Nicotine in Cigarets Found No Cancer 
Cause.” Story quotes a doctor recommending filters, which could reduce “lung 
cancer by 80%,” yet leave cigarets tasting good. [The filter hoax was exposed 
later. | 

N.Y. Times. Headline: “Nicotine Doubted as Cancer Factor.” Actually the story 
underneath says Dr. Wynder reports that cancers can be produced by tobacco 
from which all nicotine has been removed. 

WOR-Mutual Network. Noted radio personality Cecil Brown, claiming to give 
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“both sides to cancer controversy,” concluded it was up to the customer to smoke 
if it eased tensions. 

Chicago Tribune. Published a report favoring smoking, and according to Editor 
& Publisher, “stressing the psychological satisfactions of a cigaret.” = ey 

N.Y. World-Telegram. The chief paper of the Scripps-Howard chain headlined 
a staff writer’s report, “Statistician Raps Some Smoking Surveys.” It quotes a 
Dr. Herbert Arkin but does not disclose that Arkin is an employe of a cigaret firm. 

N.Y. Post. Headlines the same story “C.C.N.Y. Prof. Questions Cigaret-Cancer 
Link,” but discloses that Arkin “is consultant to or performed statistical studies 
for Philip Morris & Co., Ltd. (continuing basis) .” 

Ladies Home Journal. In a medical symposium on the question, “Will smoking 
cause lung cancer?” it replied that “Some informed researchers think so, although 
it is still premature to make a definite pronouncement one way or another.” 

Collier’s. A large editorial headed “Don’t Smoke—Unless You Like It”; it at- 
tacks two articles (“Smokers Are Getting Scared” and “Cancer by the Carton”) 
which appeared in other magazines. This is probably the best illustration of big 
magazine prostitution of the decade. 

Harper's Magazine. Leonard Engel, an “impartial and experienced medical 
writer” in “Do We Have To Give Up Cigarets?” quotes a doctor saying “the case 
against cigarets is by no means proved . . . cigarets have little or perhaps even 
nothing to do with cancer of the lungs.” 

Editor & Publisher. An editorial, “Balanced Perspective,” mentions the fact 
cigaret makers have slashed newspaper advertising as “retaliation for full report- 
ing of the lung cancer stories.” Quotes Rock Island Argus warning manufacturers 
against actions against “anyone who refuses to cover up the news.” 

N.Y. Post. Three headlines: “Industry Study Finds No Proof of Smoking Link 
to Lung Cancer’; “Moderate Smoking Doesn’t Cause Lung Cancer”; “Cigaret 
Scare Over.” 

N.Y. Times headlines: “Smoke-Cancer Tie Termed Obscure”; “Experts Neutral 
on Lung Cancer.” 

Walter Winchell. Over the WABC network, claiming to reach between twenty 
and twenty-five million listeners, the head of the Runyon Cancer Fund, predicted 
that the tobacco-cancer investigation will show “they have found no scientific— 
NO SCIENTIFIC—proof.” Winchell’s broadcasts are now sponsored by a cigar 
firm. 

Tobacco and Health, Vol. I, No. 1. October 1957, sponsored by the tobacco 
industry, reprinted numerous items from daily newspapers under the heading 
“Editors View Smoking-Cancer Tie as Unproved, Open Question.” It quoted 
approvingly the pro-tobacco items in the following newspapers: N.Y. World- 
Telegram, Sacramento Union, Washington Evening Star, Knoxville Journal, Miami 
Daily News, and many smaller papers. 

Confidential. This scandal-mongering magazine published as its featured article 
one headed: “CIGARETS DO NOT CAUSE CANCER.” 

Argosy Magazine. It sent to every one of the 1750 daily newspapers and to 
every radio and television station in America a press release containing this untrue 
statement from its leading article: “Charges that cigaret smoking is harmful are 
far more sensational than scientific.” 
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Atlantic Monthly. A shocking article appeared in this greatly respected maga- 
zine. [However, in 1965 the Atlantic alone among publications exposed the to- 
bacco lobby and its victory in Congress in nullifying the Surgeon General’s report 
on tobacco. | 


On February 18, 1957, I published in the Gazette & Daily a sharp attack 
on the American Cancer Society for its ambiguous attitude toward cigarets 
as a cause of cancer. My first paragraph read: 


No one can question the fact that the best work in educating the American 
people against the danger of cancer—the greatest killer next to heart disease—is 
done by the American Cancer Society. Nevertheless, it is also a fact that this 
great organization, voluntarily supported by millions of Americans, has never 
joined British, French and other national organizations in a crusade to warn the 
public to stop smoking until such a time as the proved cancer-causing elements in 
tobacco may be eliminated. 


For many years the American Cancer Society had been offering pamphlets 
free to the American people on many subjects. In the one on Cancer of 
the Mouth and Respiratory Tract, page 5 states, “We have evidence to show 
that certain substances not normally found in the body favor the develop- 
ment of cancer. Among these have been found soot and tar products. . . .” 
There is no warning that cigarets contain tar products. The only reference 
to tobacco is on page 10: “Smokers, who have a history of holding on to 
the hot short end of a cigar or who favor the old-fashioned clay pipe, seem 
prone to develop this kind of malign tumor.” 

In a pamphlet, 101 Answers to Your Questions About Cancer, there are 
two references. One says “a statistical relationship between heavy cigaret 
smoking and cancer of the lung” exists—about the same wording the To- 
bacco Institute uses. “Scientists have not yet established whether that rela- 
tionship is one of cause and effect.” In one other pamphlet there is a refer- 
ence: “. . . moderation in the use of tobacco may go a long way to provide 
protection against these common forms of cancer in men.” 

In carrying on a vast educational campaign for many years the American 
Cancer Society and the National Cancer Institute of the U.S. Department 
of Health never gave the public a straightforward warning either to stop 
smoking, or to limit itself to five or ten cigarets a day. At a time the tobacco 
industry was spending millions on advertising and propaganda to maintain 
doubt and confusion, the organizations which should have led the campaign 
of warning remained almost neutral. And not a word of criticism had yet 
appeared about their lack of action. 

Under my wife's name I wrote the American Cancer Society: 


I have read alarming reports in the newspapers—reports from England, from 
the leading doctors there and the great medical societies, and these reports state 
that there 1s a relationship between smoking and cancer. If this is true, then it 
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seems to me that all cancer societies should announce to the world that smoking 
ought to stop until tobacco can be rid of the cancer-causing substances. | Here 
the American Cancer Society pamphlets were quoted. ] 

It seems to me that something is wrong. Either the reports in the New York 
Times are not reliable, or the American Cancer Society is afraid to tell the truth. 
Can you enlighten me? 


Nine months passed without a reply. I then published all the foregoing 
in the Gazette & Daily, adding: “If it had been as well proved that spinach 
causes cancer as it is proved against cigarets—which not only spend 
$50,000,000 a year in advertising but whieh is an industry involving billions 
of dollars—would there be so much silence in the mass media and such 
reticence in the office of the American Cancer Society?” 


Eight x 


1965: THE NEW 
MERCHANTS OF DEATH 


In 1965 five large corporations and a host of smaller ones, constituting an 
$8,000,000,000-a-year industry, paying $3,000,000,000 in taxes, providing a 
livelihood for 3,000,000 Americans, and spending about $200,000,000 a year 
on advertising, were able to prevent Congress from passing a law which 
would 
—have prevented “a yearly increase of about 60,000 premature deaths 
from coronary artery diseases among men 40 to 69 years of age’; 
—have saved twenty-five or thirty thousand Americans a year from 
death from lung cancer; 
—have prevented “somewhere in the neighborhood of 300,000 to 

500,000” deaths a year from all diseases caused or heightened by 
~ smoking; 

—and would have avoided the disablement of “somewhere around a 
million to two million people in this country.” 

(Authority for the first statement is the American Heart Society; for the 
third and fourth the Symposium of the Queensboro Tuberculosis and Health 
Association of New York. The second is the generally accepted proportion 
of lung cancer deaths among smokers. ) 

President John F. Kennedy ordered the investigation of the tobacco indus- 
try. President Lyndon B. Johnson did not have the courage to take a stand 
on the law the Surgeon General approved. The members of Congress from 
the tobacco-raising states, other members they were able to control through 
exchange of votes on other bills, the big business bloc in Congress elected 
with money supplied by members of the National Association of Manufac- 
turers, and the tobacco lobby and its advertising agencies and their friends 
in newspapers, television, etc., emasculated the proposed law. 

The main point won by the new merchants of death was this: They will 
not have to advertise that cigarets cause disease and death. Advertising was 
the crux of the matter. 
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In proposing not only new labels but truth in advertising, the Federal 
Trade Commission stated its view that, since it had been found that disease 
and death are caused by smoking, cigarets must be labeled, and advertising 
must tell the truth. The FTC issued its Rule 1: 


Either one of the following statements shall appear, clearly and prominently, 
in every cigaret advertisement and on every pack, box, carton and other container 
in which cigarets are sold to the public: 

(a) CAUTION—CIGARET SMOKING IS A HEALTH HAZARD: The Sur- 

geon General’s Advisory Committee on Smoking and Health has found that 

“cigaret smoking contributes substantially to mortality from certain specific dis- 

eases and to the overall death rate”; or 

(b) CAUTION: Cigaret smoking is dangerous to health. It may cause death 

from cancer and other diseases. 


The important word is “advertising.” Meaning, that every advertisement 
every day in every newspaper in the United States, every magazine, every 
radio and TV commercial would be forced to repeat the warning that dis- 
ease and death are a hazard of smoking. The tobacco industry and its friends 
in Congress and the mass media gave in on a health hazard label on the 
cigaret package itself (which means almost nothing) but won on the ques- 
tion of advertising—and business is better than ever. 

Between 1938, when Dr. Raymond Pear! issued his study on tobacco, and 
1964, when the Federal Trade Commission proposed truth in advertising, 
7,000 scientific reports were published, all agreeing that tobacco was harm- 
ful and cigarets killed and maimed people throughout the world by the 
hundreds of thousands. But nothing was done by Congress until Senator 
Maurine Neuberger sponsored a bill and wrote a book, which was called 
Smoke Screen: Tobacco and the Public Welfare. This book was a thousand 
times, perhaps ten thousand times, as important as Jessica Mitford’s The 
American Way of Death. Mrs. Neuberger’s book was reviewed in many 
newspapers, but Miss Mitford’s book was not only reviewed, it caused an 
uproar, it became a best seller, the press went all out for it. Morticians 
do not spend $200,000,000 a year on advertising; cigaret makers do. 

With its January 25, 1964, issue the Saturday Review announced that it 
would “withhold acceptance of cigaret advertising pending formulation of 
government policy with respect to labeling and other appropriate measures 
consistent with the public interest,’ and editor Norman Cousins in a bril- 
liant editorial commented that “what is involved here are the ultimate 
questions a society has to ask itself. What are the basic values of its people? 
How much sensitivity do they have to the fragility and preciousness of life? 
How shallow or profound is their awareness of the potentialities of a fully 
awakened human being? What connections do they see between a respect 
for life and healthy development of the society itself?” 

In May, 1964, Consumers Union, which had consistently since its forma- 
tion in 1936 devoted itself to the Constitution’s idea of the general welfare— 
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and which takes no advertising for its monthly Reports, told its million 
readers the Federal Trade Commission would have difficulties policing 
tobacco advertisers. 


Moreover, the influence of advertising revenues from the tobacco industry on 
the policies of advertising media—which constitute of course our largest and most 
effective avenues of public education—will remain inescapable so long as the ad- 
vertising remains uncontrolled. 

We at Consumers Union have observed over the years how the media of com- 
munications supported by advertising revenue have handled public health issues; 
and we have noted what happens when products advertised to the public are 
involved. Such issues as mental health, dope addiction, pre-natal care, polio, 
physical fitness programs, etc.—issues that do not involve advertised goods or 
services—receive a continued attention. And so do dental care and nutrition, 
areas in which a health campaign may help to promote the sale of goods. But 
auto safety as an aspect of car design, or the hazards of self-medication with 
patent medicines, or the indiscriminate uses of pesticides, or the hazards of smok- 
ing—health issues like these receive, at best, reluctant, muted treatments. 


Consumer Reports then mentioned the Pearl report of 1938 and the Ickes 
debates of 1939 without giving credit to the present writer or to In fact, 
the only publication reporting those events. It also credited Reader's Digest 
and itself for publishing the tobacco story, again omitting In fact which at 
the time had a greater circulation than Consumer Reports. It also disclosed 
that one of the Big Four advertising agencies, Batten, Barton, Durstine & 
Osborn, was given an ultimatum by the American Tobacco Company: 
either drop the Digest as its $1,300,000 a year client, or lose the $22,000,000 
cigaret account. BBD&O dropped the Digest. 

The first anniversary of President Kennedy’s tobacco investigation found 
nothing accomplished. Senator Neuberger criticized Congress for failure to 
appropriate money for anti-smoking education and for postponing the FTC 
ruling on truth in labeling. When the newly organized National Interagency 
Council on Smoking and Health heard Emerson Foote, its chairman, de- 
clare that “Cigarets kill people. And they kill people in very large num- 
bers,” the Times (January 18, 1965) failed to identify the speaker; Time 
called him “an ex-adman who made a fortune peddling cigarets before he 
changed sides,” but Newsweek published the significant fact that Mr. Foote 
had been a partner in Foote, Cone & Belding, which had handled Lucky 
Strike. 

A newsweekly reported that 4,000 persons now began smoking every day. 

Iceland outlawed tobacco advertising in every form. Surgeon General 
Luther L. Terry tried to alert the country by telling the National Tuber- 
culosis Association that every four minutes, day and night, someone in the 
United States dies prematurely because of cigaret smoking. But the House 
of Representatives prepared an act which prevented the Federal Trade 
Commission from enforcing the law under which it was founded; it pre- 
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vented the FTC from ordering truth in advertising, from including the 
tobacco warning (which would appear on packages) in its newspaper and 
other advertising. Soe 

Representative John E. Moss of California told the House it was passing 
the tobacco industry’s bill, not a bill to safeguard the public. The Times 
noted that “despite President Johnson’s repeated expression of concern for 
the nation’s health, he has given no public support to the modest proposal 
to attach a warning label to cigaret packages”; he certainly twisted no arms 
to get a public health and welfare law passed in this instance. Mrs. Neu- 
berger was supported in the Senate by Robert F. Kennedy of New York, 
Joseph S. Clark of Pennsylvania, Paul H. Douglas of Illinois, Gaylord A. 
Nelson of Wisconsin. 

The new merchants of death won a complete victory. How great it was 
can be guessed from a Times interview with advertising agency men. “This 
bill doesn’t mean a damn thing,” an agency spokesman is quoted saying, 
“Congress took the cigaret industry off the hook by making the bill mean- 
ingless.” 

The first pure food and drug law (1906) was opposed by press and Con- 
gress but it was finally passed, and subsequent bills to safeguard America’s 
health have always surmounted difficulties in House and Senate, but this is 
the first time this century that Congress deliberately and knowingly passed 
a bill to increase disease and death. 

The Times noted that the tobacco industry is now doing ten billion dol- 
lars worth of business a year, instead of eight, as previously estimated. 

Throughout the debate it became evident that the rulers of the American 
Medical Association have as their first goal the making of fees rather than 
the health of the nation: Their position was negative. Other medical organi- 
zations, notably the American Cancer Society and the American Heart 
Society testified against the tobacco industry; only the AMA refused to take 
a stand. The hierarchy did this despite protests from the membership. At 
the 1964 meeting of the AMA House of Delegates 12 of 72 resolutions 
dealt with smoking. The resolution offered by the doctors of the state in 
which I have voted since 1936, Vermont, accused the AMA of failure to 
give sufficient warning to smokers in its pamphlets on the subject. Cali- 
fornia doctors expressed “serious misgivings.” 

If, at that time (1964-65) there had been a truly free press in America 
instead of just a few free newspapers, something could have been done 
to change the situation. Public opinion could have been spurred. Tobacco- 
and-death Congressmen could have been named. An atmosphere of public 
indignation and anger could have been created. But only the usual 1 per 
cent (or less) of the press took an editorial stand. 

For some fifty years I have said and written that the Christian Science 
Monitor is one of the few honest newspapers in America. It passes every 
test, it observes the canons of journalism, it is ethical. But it is not a cru- 
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sading newspaper. It even limits the propaganda for Christian Science to 
one page. Nevertheless the Monitor illustrates my contention that crusading, 
debunking, muckraking, and exposés would not be necessary if the press 
merely did what it was supposed to do regardless of the pressures of money, 
the Church, advertising, the political parties. 

Surveying the situation, the Monitor’s editor, Erwin D. Canham, asked 
in his daily column (F ebruary 10, 1965), what was going to happen in the 
United States about cigarets, since smoking contributed “substantially to 
the national death rate” and “practically nothing has been done” to change 
that. He informed his readers that the tobacco industry is “well represented 
in Congress,” that “morbid figures about the effects of cigaret smoking on 
health are relatively ineffective,” and concluded that “it is tragic that efforts, 
latent or otherwise, of many persons to free themselves from addiction 
should be frustrated if not overtly opposed by commercial propaganda, by 
lobbying, by legal and technical maneuvers.” He blamed the “ubiquitous 
and highly skilled advertising campaign” especially, because it persuaded 
young people “hovering on decision” to begin smoking. 

“The problem certainly is bigger and deeper than advertising and lobby- 
ing. It relates to men’s capacity to understand and to live in total freedom, 
manifesting self-control and affirming character.” 

The newspaper press did not inform the public of the dirty work which 
went on in Congress. The truth was not told until September, 1965, when 
the Atlantic Monthly published a great exposé by Mrs. Elizabeth Brenner 
Drew, “How the Tobacco Lobby Won,” which I hope every reader of these 
words will also read, as I can only quote or summarize a little of it. I was 
especially surprised to find this, the only inside story printed anywhere 
to my knowledge, in a magazine I had previously criticized for publishing 
articles favorable to the cigaret industry, as for example its December, 1957, 
feature, “The Public and Smoking,” by biologist Clarence C. Little of the 
Tobacco Industry Research Committee, an almost unforgivable propaganda 
report. 

oe Drew tells the story of the strategy and the hidden activities of the 
tobacco lobby. It not only had the nucleus of southern representatives and 
senators, but all the others who for many years have been hampering, cur- 
tailing, impoverishing, and emasculating the Federal Trade Commission 
and other agencies dedicated to health and general welfare. (In my news- 
letter for ten years I named the members of Congress elected with money 
from leaders of the National Association of Manufacturers and supporting 
everything from bad patent medicine to higher gas and electric rates. ) 

Mrs. Drew accuses President Johnson of remaining “aloof from the bat- 
tle.” The tobacco industry engaged a most respectable law firm, Arnold, 
Fortas & Porter—Abe Fortas was President Johnson’s friend and confidant, 
he is now a Supreme Court justice. Reynolds, American Tobacco, Brown & 
Williamson, Liggett & Myers, Lorillard, and Philip Morris organized a 
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committee of lawyers which, according to Mrs. Drew, “wrote testimony, 
drafted bills and amendments, served as central casting for witnesses . 
fed to friendly Congressmen statements and questions to be asked. of, wit- 
nesses.” 

Earle C. Clements, former Kentucky senator, majority whip, Johnson 
lieutenant, director of the Senate Democratic campaign committee, was 
chief lobbyist; Mrs. Drew believes it was he who originated the tobacco 
industry’s strategy: to “go to Congress and accept the package label (the 
least alarming and most inconspicuous one possible) in exchange for pro- 
tection against advertising requirements and regulation.” This was the 
trick that worked. 

Mrs. Drew also exposes the fact that the National Association of Broad- 
casters, to save themselves millions in advertising, “firmly opposed any 
advertising regulation. . . .” Congressmen are particularly sensitive to the 
viewpoint of local station owners and they were aware of where the broad- 
casters stood.” The American Medical Association failed to help. 

Mrs. Drew names the members of the Senate Commerce Committee and 
what they did and said; she describes how doubt and confusion were caused, 
and she finally pillories Representative Oren Harris, Arkansas Democrat, 
committee chairman, for “a blatant breach of congressional etiquette” by 
calling up the bill while Representative John Moss, dissenter and party whip, 
was on his way, flying home from Europe. 

The bill as passed by the House prohibited any warning in advertising 
forever; the Senate bill, which prevailed, postponed warnings until 1969. 
It then became a question of whether a corrupt piece of legislation was 
better than no legislation at all. President Johnson, who had done nothing 
and who must share the blame for this failure to save human lives, was 
asked by eight men not to sign the bill: Senators Gaylord A. Nelson of 
Wisconsin, Paul H. Douglas of Illinois, Joseph S. Clark of Pennsylvania, 
Robert F. Kennedy of New York, and Representatives John A. Blatnik 
of Minnesota, Richard W. Bolling of Missouri, John E. Moss of California, 
and Morris K. Udall of Arizona. They wrote Johnson the bill “protects 
only the cigaret interests.” 

That was it in a phrase. The Congress had labored for years to write a 
bill protecting health and life and produced a law protecting the eight- or 
ten-billion-dollars-a-year tobacco industry. The new merchants of death 
were the victors. 


Es % 
Postscript—l968 


On January 1, 1966, the Paris edition of the Herald Tribune published the 
following UPI dispatch from Washington: 


Cigaret smoking rose to a new record in the United States this year after a one- 
year decrease that followed reports linking smoking to cancer. 
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The Agriculture Department reported that 1965 consumption would reach 532 
billion cigarets, up 8 billion from the previous high of 524 billion in 1963. 

The number of cigarets smoked by Americans dropped in 1964 to 511 billion 
after the U.S. Surgeon General’s report that smoking was related to cancer and 
other diseases. 

The Agriculture Department discounted possible effects on the smoking public 
of a new health warming required on cigaret packages as of Jan. 1, 1966. 

Department experts predicted that cigaret smoking next year would be even 
higher than in 1965. 


On January 8, 1968, the New York Times reported that an executive of a 
leading cigaret company stated: “The more they attack us the higher our 
sales go.” Added the Times: 


Cigaret sales in 1967 rose to 551 billion units, or about 2 per cent more than in 
1966, according to the Agriculture Department... 

The increase in cigaret sales last year reflected mainly the rise in the number of 
youngsters who reached smoking age and the return to the fold of some who had 
stopped smoking... 

Even a U.S. Health Service report issued this summer that went beyond the 
conclusions of the 1964 report has not reduced cigaret sales. The new report des- 
cribed cigaret smoking as a probable “cause of death from coronary heart disease.” 
American Tobacco Co. reported record sales and profits . . . 

Even the warning “Caution, cigaret smoking may be hazardous to your health,” 
... has had little effect in discouraging smoking. 

The FTC recently proposed that the warning should be strengthened . . . 


_ The Southern Senators and Representatives are joined with these new 
merchants of death and the mass media they control through advertising, 
in undermining the health of the American people: the Congressmen want 
their jobs and must represent the tobacco industry, the eigaret makers want 
their profits although their product produces disease and death, and the 
newspapers, magazines, radio, and television in vast majority support the 
merchants of death. i. 

No one foresees action in Congress remedying this disastrous situation. 
(Dr. James Hughes of Mary Hitchcock Memorial Hospital, connected with 
Dartmouth College, in his crusading lectures, says: “Cigaret smoking is a 
peril to man eclipsed by only two greater hazards—the actuality of world- 
malnutrition and the possibility of atomic warfare.” ) 

Is there, then, a remedy? The only one I can see is a crusade in the mass 
media, notably the newspaper press, against the use of tobacco. Is this 
likely in the near future? The answer is No. 

In reply to my question: “Do you know of any newspaper, magazine, 
radio or TV station which has carried on a crusade against cigaret smoking?” 
the Department of Health, Education and Welfare replied (December 20, 
1967 ): 
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A number of the media have taken a strong position against smoking. . . . The 
Reader’s Digest takes no tobacco advertising and frequently runs hard-hitting arti- 
cles against cigaret smoking. The New Yorker and Saturday Review do not take 
cigaret advertising and occasionally run anti-cigaret pieces. The AMA Journal and 
other professional publications likewise have a policy against cigaret advertising. 

Among the radio and TV stations, WMCA in New York City, WAVA in Arlington, 
Va., the King Broadcasting stations on the West coast have a no-cigaret advertising 


policy... 


Although I believe in publicity crusades—Upton Sinclair succeeded, Lin- 
coln Steffens succeeded, Will Irwin and Samuel Hopkins Adams exposed the 
press and the patent medicine men (getting the first pure food and drug 
law through a reluctant, partly corrupted Congress) and Ralph Nader suc- 
ceeded in starting automobile safety, I do not think crusading is necessary. 
In fact was called a crusader. It merely published the facts. 

To illustrate: 

The first World Conference on Smoking and Health in history was held 
in New York Sept. 11-13, 1967. Five hundred scientists and educators from 
the U.S. and 34 foreign countries attended. If the American mass media— 
newspaper, magazines, radio and TV—had merely reported the proceedings 
in full—headlining the most important disclosures, statements, statistics— 
it would have been equal to a journalistic crusade against smoking. 

Let the facts speak for themselves. Truth is its own crusader, 


PaE.S. 
In February, 1968, the Christian Science Monitor published a series of 
eight articles by Louise Sweeney exposing the tobacco industry—the first, 
and only, crusade against the merchants of death in the daily press I know of. 


Nine st 


THE FIRST READER'S 
DigesT EXPOSE 


The first of several exposés of Reader's Digest (one of which appeared in the 
New Yorker and became a book) was published by In fact in its issue of 
November 16, 1942. It was followed by many others in my newsletter, and 
eventually by several in the York Gazette & Daily and in Lyle Stuart's 
monthly newspaper, The Independent. 

Perhaps the most important fact about the Digest is that it isn’t a digest. 
It buys and “plants” articles to suit the views of its owner, in other pub- 
lications, thus spreading bias and prejudice—and I believe I proved, 
native fascism and even pro-Nazi propaganda—throughout the magazine 
press of America. It has published blatant lies which were so described 
in the Senate and it has refused to publish retractions or corrections. Being 
the largest circulating publication in the world, it manipulates the minds 
of many millions of people. 

In the course of decades all these charges have been proved and docu- 
mented. In my 1942 exposé there was, however, one charge which I could 
not document without disclosing the names of Digest editorial employees 
who would certainly lose their jobs. Four members of the Digest staff had 
quoted the Digest owner, DeWitt Wallace, as having said on several 
occasions: 


We do not want Germany completely defeated. I think Germany should be 
beaten up a bit, but I prefer that the American Army does it, so that Hitler will 
learn who is boss in this world. 

But I do not want Germany smashed. What will become of the continent of 
Europe if Hitler is killed and Fascism completely eradicated? The Russians will 
conquer all of Europe. Therefore our policy should be to whip Hitler up to the 
point where he recognizes we are the biggest power in the world, and then keep 
Hitler in Europe to police the continent and maintain order. 

We also need a little Fascism in the United States to keep this country in order. 
We need a certain type of Fascism here to keep radicals out and radical systems 
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and philosophies from making any headway, and even attempting to take over 
the government. 


During the war this statement sounded shocking, but before Pearl Harbor 
it was similar to the views of William Randolph Hearst, Colonel Robert R. 
McCormick and-several senators—Harry Truman is on record saying that 
he favored Germany and Russia beating each other to death, numerous 
representatives led by Clare Hoffman of Michigan and other anti-Semites, 
a large body of preachers including Father Charles E. Coughlin and the 
Reverend Gerald L. K. Smith, and notably Charles Lindbergh who propa- 
gated the Hitler race, blood, and color falsehoods in the pages of Reader's 
Digest. 

Mr. Wallace, replying to hundreds of In fact readers who challenged him, 
wrote: “The statements attributed to me are unadulterated lies, as anyone 
knows who has ever talked to me. The magazine itself and the easily 
available record of its 25 senior and roving editors speak for themselves. 
The members of our staff feel that we should regard as laughable such 
complete drivel.” 

The main section of my exposé had been devoted to the fascist record 
of several senior and roving editors of the Digest, notably to Paul Palmer, 
who had previously been editor of the first truly pro-fascist magazine in the 
country. I therefore wrote my readers suggesting they ask Wallace this 
simple question: “Is Paul Palmer a senior editor? Is this the same Paul 
Palmer who printed [Lawrence] Dennis and other fascist propaganda in 
the American Mercury? If Wallace replies No, he is a liar; if he replies Yes, 
he is a native Fascist.” 

Mr. Wallace did not reply. 

And to this day I cannot disclose the names of the four liberal-minded 
editorial employees of Reader's Digest. I am happy to say they are all alive 
and well. As I have previously stated I rarely used items without docu- 
menting the source. When Charles Malcolmson died I disclosed that he was 
one of my main Washington correspondents and the writer of the Willkie 
report. When CBS correspondent George Polk, now one of journalism’s 
noted martyrs, was murdered in Greece, I was able to disclose that he was 
the author of all the “inside” stories of the civil war there—items for 
which In fact was frequently red-baited. 

The indictment of Reader’s Digest and its owner, DeWitt Wallace, con- 
sists of many documented and proved charges, chief of which are (1) that 
he published fascist propaganda and always publishes reactionary propa- 
ganda, and (2) that he makes a fraudulent claim to the magazine being 
a real digest—as it was in the first years of its existence. During the war 
the first charge was the most serious; today it seems to me it is the second. 

In George Bennett's survey of the Digest’s first fourteen years, he found 
that of 1,718 identifiable articles only 720 were reprinted in the old- 
fashioned original way. Moreover, 682 articles were written especially for 
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the Digest, and 316 were the product of the Digest’s own editors which Wal- 
lace did not even trouble to make the pretense of planting elsewhere. There- 
fore, according to the Bennett survey, Reader's Digest was at least 58 per cent 
not a digest; and more recently Bennett found that three out of five articles, 
or 60 per cent, were plants. In 1962 Time estimated the percentage of 
planted items as 70 per cent. 

This situation would show merely that the original claim is a misrepre- 
sentation, probably nothing illegal, although ethically and morally Wallace 
had committed a fraud on the public. But the claim of being a digest, of 
giving the reader the cream of sixty popular publications, is the entire 
raison détre of the publication. And the true indictment lies in the fact 
that Wallace is the same kind of editor that Hearst was—and many other 
press lords and magazine lords are. Wallace is not only a rightist, but like 
Hearst in a minor manner, a publisher of Nazi and fascist and reactionary 
articles, an enemy not only of FDR and the New Deal, but of every fair 
deal, an enemy of the great enterprises which have helped America—a great 
example of which is the Tennessee Valley Authority and various authorities 
and administrations the government has created or proposed. 

If Mr. Wallace had not pretended to give his millions of readers the best 
of many magazines, his own product would have been similar to one of the 
Hearst newspapers or magazines, with a circulation of the same class of 
not very intelligent persons attracted by the same sort of sugary human 
interest success stories interspersed with the most Machiavellian bias and 
personal prejudices and reactionary propaganda, some planted, some 
flaunted. “The beginning of wisdom is to call things by their right name.” 
Digest is the wrong name for Reader's Digest, and this deception is the 
paramount reason for its success. 

According to John Bainbridge’s articles in the New Yorker there are still 
sixty magazines which cooperate with the Wallace publication. He quotes 
one editor who threw the contract out saying the reason was editorial bias 
in the articles Wallace tried to plant: “We just got fed up with printing 
their buncombe.” 

Hearst poisoned the minds of his millions of readers. But Mr. Wallace 
plants his bias in sixty publications, and moreover he pays them so well 
that those which do not make much money otherwise are intimidated into 
publishing material they themselves would not otherwise care to sponsor, 
not sharing the prejudiced views of DeWitt Wallace. 

It was thanks to my 1942 exposé of Reader's Digest that the Passaic pub- 
lic schools threw the magazine out of its required reading course and 
created quite a furor which later involved superintendents of schools and 
teachers’ associations, and civil liberties organizations throughout the coun- 
try. From Wallace's defense prepared for the Passaic authorities, Mr. Bain- 
bridge drew up a summary of claims and facts, of which the following is 
a sample: 
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Digest: Claims it does honest reprinting “in large part.” 

New Yorker: “On the contrary, it does just the opposite,” as factual 
analyses have shown. 

Digest: “Articles often worked out in collaboration with editors of other 
magazines.” 

New Yorker: “More often they are not.” Generally, editors have never 
seen or heard of Digest “plants” until they receive the completed article 
ready for press. 

Digest: Claims no political slanting. 

New Yorker: Gives as an example of slanting a Latin-American political 
item which Secretary of State Cordell Hull denounced as 95 per cent a lie, 
and Senator Joseph F. Guffey of Pennsylvania denounced as a falsification. 

Bainbridge then recounts an amazing episode: The Digest sent another 
magazine an item for planting, and published in its own issue of the same 
monthly date a supposed digest. But the second magazine found false state- 
ments, refused the article, returned it to Wallace. Remarked the New Yorker: 
“This was a rare feat: the article from which the condensation was pre- 
sumably made had never been printed by any periodical on earth.” 

As for Digest fascism: It was certainly not of the Hearst variety. Wallace 
did not publish Hitler and Mussolini nor did he have a contract with dic- 
tators to sell his wares to them for large sums. Wallace merely favored the 
fascist side as much as he hated the “socialist” or liberal side. He published 
in his magazine such articles as “What’s Good in Germany?” favoring the 
Nazi regime just before Pearl Harbor; “The House That Hitler Built,” 
condensation of a pro-Hitler book; and “On Franco’s Side in Spain,” report- 
ing peace and prosperity during the war in which Franco’s Moorish Foreign 
Legion murdered men and women for as little as gold wedding rings and 
earrings. 

The fascism of which In fact first accused Wallace and Reader's Digest 
is that defined by Mussolini as “reactionary, illiberal and anti-democratie.” 
It is the fascism of Mussolini's famous “We or They” speech in which he 
declared that there would be only two forces left in the world, the ideology 
he had created and the democratic system, and that only one would survive 
when they came into conflict. 

It is therefore of little importance whether or not Mr. Wallace actually 
said he did not want Hitler defeated, and that we need a little fascism in 
this country to keep order. Mr. Wallace employed as a writer one of the 
thirty named in the wartime sedition indictments; he named as senior edi- 
tor the editor of the first purely fascist magazine in America; he published 
the pro-Hitler and pro-Franco articles named, he reprinted from many pub- 
lications which in the lists of the attorney bene and in the speeches of 
our liberal senators and representatives were named as fascist; he attacked 
all the great labor unions and tried to undermine the union movement in 
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America, for which he was denounced as a fascist or a reactionary by the 
AFL, CIO, Railroad Brotherhoods, and unaffiliated unions. 

(Certainly now that Mr. Hearst has gone to his reward, DeWitt Wallace 
is the most powerful reactionary propagandist in America. ) 

Wallace employed Paul Palmer as senior editor a fortnight before In fact 
published the first exposé of Reader’s Digest. With Palmer the term fascism 
cannot be questioned. He was the editor and part owner of the American 
Mercury, which he made the first fascist propaganda organ in this country. 

Under Palmer’s guidance Lawrence Dennis, who was later named in the 
sedition indictment, left off criticizing the New Deal and began heralding 
fascism. “Portrait of American Fascism” was one of the first of many such 
articles which Dennis later worked into his book The Coming American 
Fascism. A defense of Mussolini's form of fascism signed by Dennis ap- 
peared in a review of Einer’s Mussolini's Italy and my Sawdust Caesar. In 
“The Highly Moral Causes of War” Dennis applauded the Mussolini mili- 
tary view. Other articles defended fascist aggression in all countries—the 
Japanese in their march into Manchuria, the Fascist Internationale in its 
military aid to Franco in Spain. In “After the Peace of Munich: Is Hitler 
a Madman?” Dennis exulted over Hitler’s victory and praised coming world 
conquest by the fascist axis. 

In his own publication, Weekly Foreign Letter, Dennis predicted the 
United States would turn to a “brand of National Socialism [Nazism] of 
our own making, already emerging in its institutional pattern.” He had 
visited Italy where the Mussolini press hailed him as “an important Ameri- 
can Fascist” and where he was reported (by PM) telling Italian friends 
that Nazi-fascism is better than their brand, and that it was necessary to do 
away with democracy in the United States. (PM also published a report that 
the Dies Committee had refused to act on Dennis despite the fact that its 
files included a note from Dennis to the Nazi agent Auhagen, later jailed, 
with a notation on it by Auhagen that he had paid $50 on account. In fact 
published the text sometime later. ) 

When Dennis applied for a commission in the U.S. Army it was revealed 
that he had submitted articles to Nazi agent Auhagen. His “references” 
included a lettcr from an American, Ralph Townsend, later jailed as a 
Japanese agent, praising a Dennis piece in Palmer’s Mercury; a letter from 
General Van Horn Moseley who had preached forming an American fascist 
legion to march on Washington; and a letter from the Nazi Amerika-Institut 
in Berlin arranging a meeting with a Nazi propagandist named Zapp. Dennis 
was refused a commission. 

Wallace employed Palmer who had employed Dennis. Years later In fact 
revealed that secretly, without his name being used, Dennis was also em- 
ployed by Wallace directly and was on the Digest payroll. 

The American Civil Liberties Union sued the American Mercury and its 
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editor, Paul Palmer, and publisher, Lawrence E. Spivak, for $50,000 charg- 
ing that a vicious attack on it entitled “Liberalism a la Moscow” was a mali- 
cious libel. The Union said: “The American Mercury, now a spokesman 
for the fascist viewpoint, published in December an article . . . by Harold 
Lord Varney, associate editor, formerly secretary of the Italian Historical 
Society, subsidized by Mussolini. Mr. Varney was personally decorated by 
the dictator. ... When the Union offered to submit to an impartial referee 
the examination of Mr. Varney’s charges, provided the Mercury would 
publish his findings, the publisher [Spivak] refused.” 

When seven Mercury employees went on strike for a living wage, the 
Newspaper Guild voted to boycott the magazine until it recognized the 
right to unionize. Spivak and Palmer fought their employees for ycars, cry- 
ing freedom of the press, but the Regional Labor Board found them guilty 
of violating the law. 

There was, however, one subject on which Palmer and Spivak disagreed. 
That was anti-Semitism. Being a Jew, Spivak spoke up against Palmer’s 
bringing in anti-Semitism along with his fascist propaganda articles, but 
otherwise he went along, helping to introduce most pro-fascist writers to 
America. 

In the years in which Reader’s Digest refused advertising it was therefore 
free to write honestly about cooperatives and perhaps even the cooperative 
commonwealth of the future, which many liberal thinkers thought a better 
and less violent way than communism; and about liberal parties and move- 
ments, and racial minorities, as well as fraudulent medicines, or corruption 
of the press, or the treason of Big Business in wartime (as Standard Oil 
contracts with their German friends were branded by Senator Harry Tru- 
man). Mr. Wallace never did anything of the kind—except for his attack 
on smoking, which may also have been caused by a personal bias. 

On the other hand Wallace ordered one of his editors, the Reverend 
Dr. Stanley High, to denounce consumer cooperative and non-profit-making 
public welfare organizations, and the Reverend Dr. Stanley High, for big 
money, produced a terrific smear. Thanks to the New Republic it was dis- 
closed that this job was done on the original suggestion of Hearst’s Good 
Housekeeping magazine, and planted in a now defunct magazine called The 
Forum. 

Good Housekeeping at the time was being sued by the government on 
charges of fraud. It was testified that one of the brands of mayonnaise hav- 
ing its seal of approval had killed four children, and that it approved bad 
patent medicines. When the Digest reprinted its plant, the Hearst organiza- 
tion sent copies throughout the nation with a foreword saying that coop- 
eratives and consumer organizations are “radical elements . . . bent on 
foisting their revolutionary views on an unsuspecting public.” 

In the Reverend Dr. High’s hatchet job he lists as equally culpable Con- 
sumers Research and Consumers Union, which both test products and pub- 
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lish reports on good and bad. But when Wallace prepared the Forum article 
for Reader's Digest he eliminated Consumers Research because one of its 
founders, J. B. Matthews, had gone over to the Dies Un-American Commit- 
tee and had given testimony against persons and groups, including Protes- 
tant church organizations. (If this was not venal censorship, it was a high- 
water mark in editorial hypocrisy; in reporting the matter I seriously asked 
the Pulitzer Prize Committee to name the worst articles, cartoons, and 
newspapers, and to award a tin medal for hypocrisy annually. ) 

When W. M. Kiplinger published his book, Washington Is Like That, 
he included in one chapter a rcport on American Jews in the New Deal 
government—which, incidentally, Kiplinger hated. Reader's Digest chose 
to reprint, under the title “The Facts About Jews in Washington,” only 
those Kiplinger pages which were anti-Semitic. 

When Colonel Lindbergh wrote his book, Aviation, Geography and Race, 
in which in a less violent and outrageous manner he propagated the idea 
that there were superior races, superior blood streams, and superior blond 
hair (or the peculiar Hitler myths which all scientists except Nazi college 
professors had already exposed), Wallace spread these falsehoods to the 
millions. 

One of Westbrook Pegler’s usual personal attacks on Eleanor Roosevelt 
was reprinted in Reader’s Digest. 

Any fairminded person can spot anti-labor articles in almost every issue 
of the magazine. Wallace’s chief labor-baiter was one of his senior editors, 
William Hard. 

This noted journalist had been termed a “red” in the Lusk Report, a 
four-volume collection of anti-liberal testimony and libels unequaled by 
anyone preceding Martin Dies. Hard is listed among the subversives, for 
example, because of these charges: 

That he wrote a letter to the American Civil Liberties Union saying he 
saw his way clear “to something about free speech in general.” 

That Hard, addressing the Civics Club said, “It is the workers that have 
been held down recently and therefore it will be necessary to revive civil 
liberty.” 

But times and people change. The young radical, reformer, muckraker, 
champion of the underdog, writer in favor of labor, according to La Fol- 
lette’s Progressive, in due time became a press agent for the National Asso- 
ciation of Manufacturers, and from there naturally went to Reader’s Digest 
as editor in charge of anti-labor articles. Intellectual treason paid as high 
as $2 a word. 

After 1942 my newsletter was joined by a few other independent publi- 
cations in exposing the Digest, and eventually, when the Department of 
Justice was preparing the Nurenberg trials and using the vast documenta- 
tion the American Army captured, the assistant attorney general, O. John 
Rogge, wrote a report in which there are several pages referring to Palmer, 
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Dennis, and other Digest matters. On page 343 of the typescript Rogge 
reports: 


Paul Palmer and Lawrence Dennis worked together on a number of projects. 
Palmer shared many of Dennis’ Nazi contacts. 


On page 345 Rogge reports that: 


Palmer got Reader’s Digest to employ Dennis. This is Dennis’ own story of 
that employment: 

Last June, 1941, I did some work for Paul Palmer of the Reader's Digest. 1 did 
one thing for them and I got $1500. In 1941 I had lunch with Wallace. He is the 
editor of the Reader’s Digest . . . he said he wanted me to line up a set of articles 
on this quart of milk a day for everybody in the world, and freedom ‘from want and 
poverty, and all that sort of thing, the pros and cons [Note: this was the FDR- 
Wallace program.], and he said he would have to be very careful not to let it be 
known he was using me in any way. He said: “You will have to stop your [news] 
letter before it gets you in jail. They are not going to tolerate that kind of free 
speech now.” Well, in June Palmer came to me and said that Wallace wanted to 
make me a proposition and he would give me a monthly stipend for a while if I 
would shut the letter down, so he gave me $1500 last June and put me on at 
$400 a month, . . . and in order to keep the thing very confidential he had it done 
through a public relations counsel. 


The Rogge report also says (pp. 346-47) that “Reader’s Digest not only 
employed Palmer and Dennis, but also George T. Eggleston of Scribner’s 
Commentator, the magazine which the Nazis subsidized.” 

For years there were rumors in Washington that the Department of 
Justice would take action against Reader's Digest: a suit charging collabora- 
tion with Nazi agents, and an antitrust suit because of the Digest contracts 
with the sixty or more magazines it used for planting and digesting. But 
none of the metropolitan newspapers ever took up the matter. Years later, 
in the Gazette & Daily of York, Pennsylvania, the conclusion to this episode 
was published under the heading: JUusTICE DEPARTMENT BOWS TO PRESSURE OF 
READER'S DIGEST. Its subhead stated the government had agreed “not to prose- 
cute associate editor [Eggleston] on charge of having received $15,000 
from Nazis to publish Hitler propaganda, as stated in report of former 
assistant to Attorney General, O. John Rogge.” 

In the text it is stated that the government also believed that the con- 
tracts with magazines constituted a monopoly and contravened the anti- 
trust laws. But both suits were dropped, the article said, because of the 
extraordinary pressure against the Department of Justice that Mr. Wallace 
was able to bring to bear. 

When my associate editor, Victor Weingarten, interviewed three high 
officials of the Justice Department later, one of them said “the Reader’s 
Digest suit is out the window’; the others agreed. The pressure they said 


THE FIRSD READER'S DIGEST EXPOSE 91 


came not only from Wallace himself but from his politically powerful 
friends in Washington. 

Throughout World War IL the Nazi propaganda machine found many 
Reader's Digest items to digest and to reprint in full. In a January, 1942, 
entry in the diary of Dr. Goebbels (published many years later) appears 
this paragraph: 


An American newspaper [sic] the Reader’s Digest . . . has published a sensa- 
tional article that asserts that the United States in the last analysis is unable to 
undertake anything against the armed forces of the Axis. America’s war was a 
hopeless undertaking and could only result in bleeding the nation white. At last 
one voicc in the wilderness. 


So frequent were the defeatist articles appearing in the Digest that the 
CIO through the Servicemen’s Edition of the CIO News, the official organ 
of 5,000,000 men and women (of whom 1,250,000 were in the armed serv- 
ices), issued repeated warnings. After quoting some examples, such as 
High’s article attacking the Four Freedoms, the “generalizations” of the 
Atlantic Charter, and Vice President Henry A. Wallace’s “Century of the 
Common Man” speech, the army edition of the CIO News concludes: “This 
is but a brief review of the magazine that claims to be an ‘impartial’ reprint 
of other American publications, but that is building up a defeatist philoso- 
phy in the minds of the American people. If you read the Digest, be on 
guard against its propaganda.” 

As a result of the In fact continuing exposés, the University of Puerto Rico 
threw Reader's Digest out of its English department, where it had been 
used as a textbook in the freshman course. This action was hardly noticed. 
Passaic, New Jersey, was the first city to cancel its subscriptions. By a 
vote of 5 to 1 of the 9 members of the Board of Education present, it was 
decided to discontinue buying Reader's Digest for the city school libraries. 
The Board declared there was no censorship, no question of academic free- 
dom, teachers were permitted to use the magazine in classes. But the Board 
of Education declared that it had studied the contents and the policies of 
the magazine and found it not fit for use in a public school system. Three 
copies were involved. 

The Passaic Herald-News, a Hearst-type daily, the leading enemy of the 
unions and liberal institutions, came to the Digest’s aid, urging the Ameri- 
can Legion post to protest what it called book-burning in the Hitler style. 
The newspaper published anonymous letters saying it was all a red plot 
on the part of the liberal New York daily PM, and In fact, and the Com- 
munist Daily Worker. Actually, by this time the Louisville Courier-Journal; 
the leading Catholic weekly of the country, Commonweal; the New Repub- 
lic; the New Yorker; the CIO News; Labor, organ of the railroad brother- 
hoods, with almost a million circulation; and the majority of the 176 labor 
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weeklies and monthlies, with a circulation of 8,000,000, had warned their 
readers against the bias, falsehood, and prejudice of DeWitt Wallace’s 
magazine. ‘ 

When teachers’ organizations began investigating and condemning the 
Digest, it replied by sending out teams of editors and salesmen and spend- 
ing a vast fortune to have itself restored in the schools and in the good 
opinion of America’s educators. One method the Digest employed was to 
plant scurrilous and libelous articles about In fact in its kept magazines, the 
impoverished monthlies which survived only on Digest subsidies, and were 
too poor to resist prostitution. Reprints of this libelous material were then 
made by the hundreds of thousands and sent to every public school and 
every teacher in the United States. One of my close friends in the Digest 
office told me that Wallace spent very close to $1,000,000 in this work of 
killing In fact and in character assassination. Should I have been flattered 
by this vast sum? There is no doubt in my mind that more than the Dies 
Committee’s “citation” and the attacks by the thirty persons named in the 
sedition indictments, and Gerald L. K. Smith’s The Cross and the Flag, 
which strongly supported the Digest, and the scores of “privileged” false- 
hoods entered in the Congressional Record by Representatives Clare Hoff- 
man, and John C. Rankin, and Senator Karl A. Mundt and the apologists 
for Nazism and Mussolini and Franco Spain whom I had exposed, this 
million-dollar campaign of libel, which I could not stop because I did not 
have the money to file libel suits, ruined my newsletter eventually. 


Ten x 


HOW TO FOOL 
100,000,000 PEOPLE 


In a full-page advertisement Reader’s Digest guaranteed its advertisers an 
American circulation of 15,500,000 in 1966. It enters the homes of 26 per cent 
of all the families of the United States; it is bought by 4,789,000 two-car 
families; it has had a 19 per cent increase in families with incomes of 
$10,000 a year or more. 

It publishes 40 editions in 13 languages. Its total circulation is more than 
25,000,000 copies. It is found in the offices of almost every doctor, dentist, 
chiropractor, tax accountant, and in almost every library and averages at 
least the usual four or five readers per copy. 

Bad money drives out the good. If Gresham’s Law applies to magazines, 
and it well may inasmuch as good publications disappear by the hundreds 
while those aimed at the lower intelligence levels sell by the millions and 
persist, it is not surprising that Reader's Digest is read by 100,000,000 or 
more persons. 

It is now, in the 1960s, at least 70 per cent not a digest, so it can be said 
that the title alone fools its 100,000,000 readers. 

One of the chief tests of the honesty of a publication is its willingness 
to correct errors, to print the truth even when it means a humble apology, 
a retraction. But the Digest has printed time and again statements which 
were more than errors, they were called falsehoods by the most reputable 
members of Congress; and corrections of such statements and of libels have 
been publicly demanded. The Digest never sets the record straight; it never 
corrects errors even when it admits them; and it stands by its libels, such 
as the repetition of Dies and McCarthy committee statements because, al- 
though false, they are privileged, libel-proof. 

Here, also, is a privileged statement, because it was made in one of the 
halls of Congress, and the reader may judge for himself whether it is fair 
or false. The accuser is Representative (now Senator) Henry M. Jackson of 
Washington, and it denounces Reader’s Digest for an article entitled “What 
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Does CVA Mean to You?” above which title the editors had written: 
“Prime Example of Creeping Socialism: The Columbia Valley Authority.” 

The first misstatement is in the title: the CVA proposed to give the North- 
west the blessings which the Tennessee Valley Authority had showered upon 
half a dozen states, and its name was actually Columbia Valley Admin- 
istration. 

Congressman Jackson, in the House, charged that Dr. Paul Raver, ad- 
ministrator of Bonneville Power Administration, had been libeled by being 
called a Socialist in the Digest attack on “creeping Socialism.” When the 
Capital Times of Salem, Oregon, and the Portland Oregonian asked former 
Wyoming Governor Leslie A. Miller why he had called Dr. Raver a Social- 
ist when he knew that this public servant was not, Dr. Miller replied he 
had not done so: Someone in the Digest office had falsified his article. (This 
was not the first time this had occurred or this charge had been made. ) 

One after another, members of the House denounced Reader’s Digest for 
this falsification but, outside of several Oregon newspapers, this fact was 
not reported. Congressman Jackson said: 

“One of the great strengths of this country lies in the freedom it has always 
accorded the press. But freedom goes with responsibility—a responsibility 
for frankness, openness, and honesty. I submit that Reader's Digest is 
guilty of dishonest journalism—for they have misrepresented their own 
views as the views of an independent author—without his knowledge and 
consent.... 

“This is a serious matter, and very serious to the American people. For 
it is they who really lose when it is discovered that our free press is not free 
nor honest, and that it is being used for nefarious purposes.” 

The charge of “dishonest journalism” was echoed in the Senate by three 
notable Westerners: Wayne Morse of Oregon, Warren G. Magnuson of 
Washington, and James E. Murray of Montana. Said Senator Morse: 

“There has been during the past several years a growing multiplicity of 
symptoms that the magazine is not all that its carefully constructed reputa- 
tion would indicate. . . . It now appears that the Reader’s Digest, that self- 
styled paragon of honest, wholesome publishing, has endorsed and deliber- 
ately embarked upon this campaign of smear and falsehood. . . . 

“I think we have a right to know whether these misrepresentations came 
from the pen of Governor Miller or whether they were contrived in the 
editorial sanctum of Reader’s Digest, as part and parcel of a nation-wide 
propaganda conspiracy to smear public power development.” 

Senator Morse suggested that the House subpoena DeWitt Wallace, edi- 
tor of Reader's Digest, and find out whether the smears and falsehoods were 
actually written by the alleged author, or whether they were “the reckless 
and slanderous assertions of the editorial writers of a magazine, contemptu- 
ous of the democratic process, who have entered upon a utility conspiracy 
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to denounce the development of public power and defame and drive from 
office our Federal executives.” 

If the Digest, to its credit, has been consistent in attacking tobacco, it has 
also, to its discredit, been consistent in attacking public power. When the 
Buchanan Committee investigated the Foundation for Economic Education 
it found that money to buy its headquarters was advanced by Donaldson 
Brown, vice president of General Motors, long ago exposed by the Black 
Lobbying Committee as a contributor to the Sentinels, a Detroit anti-labor 
and anti-Semitic propaganda organization. In four years, the Foundation 
for Economic Education had received $1,400,000, mostly in $5,000 to $50,000 
contributions from forty big corporations. There were close ties between 
FEE, the Committee for Constitutional Government, and Reader’s Digest. 

It was testified by Leonard Reed, head of F EE, who had served his ap- 
prenticeship with the U.S. Chamber of Commerce and the National Associa- 
tion of Manufacturers, that it was not he who sought to put his propaganda 
into Reader's Digest, but DeWitt Wallace who asked for articles. Reed 
quoted Wallace asking particularly for an item by Bertrand de Jouvenal, 
whom the New York Herald Tribune characterized as “the Goebbels of 
France.” 

The Buchanan Committee published a letter from Paul Palmer, senior 
editor of Reader’s Digest, in which he told Reed that he was having articles 
written for the magazine by an English newspaperman attacking “blunder- 
ing and suffocating British bureaucracy,” by which was meant the Labour 
Party general welfare program. Another Palmer letter addressed to Charles 
M. White, of Republic Steel, said Mr. Wallace was always glad to get 
“sound” economic material and was “devoting a big part of his time and 
effort to this one problem believing that Reader’s Digest can do an effective 
and necessary job.” 

The American Public Power Association in its journal reported that Albert 
L. Cole; vice president and general manager of the Digest, addressing the 
convention of the Edison Electric Institute, the propaganda branch of the 
power trust, denounced public ownership and concluded that “we [of 
Reader's Digest] are on your side, we have shown this repeatedly by articles 
published in Reader’s Digest over a period of many years. We doubt that 
any other magazine has published as many articles explaining the advantages 
of private enterprise.” 

The journal of the American Public Power Association concludes: “Unlike 
most other magazines the Digest has no editorial page. The opinions of its 
editors, as Cole indicated, are reflected in the articles which the magazine 
publishes.” 

In its September, 1961, issue the Digest attacked the honesty of govern- 
ment figures on unemployment. It was answered by R. J. Eggert of the Ford 
Motor Company, an economist, speaking as chairman of the federal statisti- 
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cal advisory committee, who denied the truth of the story. Senator William 
Proxmire of Wisconsin, Representative Thomas B. Curtis of Missouri, and 
finally the Bureau of Labor Statistics asked Reader’s Digest for a correction, 
but Wallace refused. 

In July, 1962, the Digest published one of David Lawrence’s anti-labor 
pieces, one of the thousands this Herald Tribune columnist and editor of 
U.S. News & World Report has been publishing for fifty years. In its De- 
cember, 1963, issue the Digest republished a piece by Lawrence favoring 
Barry Goldwater for president and outlining a program for him “if he were 
the Republican Presidential nominee next year.” 

Senators Magnuson and Jackson and Representative Don Magnuson, all 
of the state of Washington, protested the Digest’s publication of an article 
by William Hard, the lapsed liberal, which Labor called “a shockingly 
distorted version of the Hells Canyon dispute” and a justification for the 
“giveaway” by the Eisenhower administration of the Snake River to the 
Idaho Power Company. The three congressional leaders also protested 
Eisenhower's “partnership” with the light and power interests. The Digest 
was asked to publish the other side of the case. Five months later Labor 
reported that the Digest refused to publish any article representing the 
public ownership views and refused to take any notice of the request by the 
two senators and the representative from Washington. 

Again, when the president of the Railroad Telegraphers asked Wallace to 
correct the most absurd charges of “featherbedding,” he received a polite 
note with this inercdible explanation: “Direct replies are not generally 
effective in the Digest, partly because of the necessary lapse of time between 
the appearance of the original article and the reply.” 

On April 11, 1964, Labor commented editorially on the Digest’s years of 
attacks on the Rural Electrification Administration and past and present 
Medicare legislation. It called several articles “demonstrated falsehoods” 
for which numerous corrections had been requested, but not one was ever 
made. 

In 1965 the Bureau of Employment Security, U.S. Department of Labor, 
and several members of Congress, requested Reader’s Digest to correct an 
item, “The Unemployment Boondoggle,” which it had either planted or 
digested from Kiwanis Magazine. Representative Elmer J. Holland of Penn- 
sylvania answered the article point by point, accusing the magazine of 
practicing an “ugly brand of hit-and-run journalism.” 

“I know of no other mass circulation magazine in the nation which does 
not afford those who have been maligned and misrepresented in its pages at 
least some opportunity if only in the form of a brief letter to the editor, to 
reply to charges,” concluded the congressman. In this case also the Digest 
refused to correct its false report. 

In its July, 1965, issue the Digest joined the bandwagon of the National 
Association of Manufacturers newspapers and magazines fighting the effort 
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to repeal 14(b) of the Taft-Hartley Act which made possible the nonunion 
shop and the lowest wages for labor. In “The Right-to-Work Record,” re- 
printed from the Dallas News, it is stated that wages have increased along 
with manufacturing jobs in the anti-union states. These statistics may be 
true. But by omitting the important facts a false impression is given. The 
majority of right-to-work states are in the South. All the runaway factories 
and shops from New York and New England, notably New England textile 
factories, which moved South did so because under nonunion conditions 
they hired cheap labor, mostly Negro, and paid the lowest wages. Working 
conditions in the southern right-to-work states are the worst in the United 
States today. 

The cooperative movement is very small in America, but nothing pro 
bono publico is too small to escape attacks by the Digest. The Cooperative 
League of the U.S.A. recently disclosed that the material for an article, 
“Why Should These Co-ops Enjoy Special Tax Privileges?” was supplied 
the Digest by the National Tax Equality Association. The League added 
that “Senator Milton R. Young (Rep., N. Dak.) had revealed that a NTEA 
official, Vernon Scott, had offered him $10,000 to join the war on the co-ops, 
and that the Digest editor whose name appeared as author of the NTEA 
article, O. K. Armstrong, a former congressman, “was convicted of evading 
federal income taxes from 1946 to 1949, fined, and in 1958 ordered to pay 
$11,738 to the Internal Revenue Service.” The League also published from 
the Congressional Record statements by the late Representative Daniel A. 
Reed, a Republican of New York, that the NTEA was “an unscrupulous 
racket” engaged in “getting money under false pretenses from business 
men” by spreading “falsehoods.” 

Very little has changed in the character of this magazine since In fact 
examined its contents and first exposed it more than twenty-five years ago. 
Except that Hitler is no longer alive and there are no more pro-Nazi articles, 
as there were then. But DeWitt Wallace still orders his writers to write anti- 
liberal, anti-labor, and anti-general welfare articles which he either publishes 
as “originals” or plants in other publications for the purpose of reprinting. 

Therefore a study of Reader’s Digest today, as a quarter of a century ago, 
would give the general reader the impression that almost all the publica- 
tions of America were anti-liberal, anti-labor, anti-general welfare, anti- 
Medicare, anti-cooperatives, anti-New Frontier, anti-Great Society, and com- 
mitted to big business, reaction, the status quo, and many of the policies 
of the extreme Right. 

No one has realized what a “danger to the press” Reader's Digest presents 
better than Representative Emanuel Celler of New York. Addressing the 
House to refute several anti-Semitic articles in that magazine, including one 
by Frederick C. Painton which Celler noted used such anti-Semitic generali- 
zations as “Jewish wealth” and “Jewish world press” (Celler observed that 
they make the Digest sound like the old Goebbels propaganda), he con- 
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cluded that the scheme of planting one man’s prejudices throughout the 
magazines of America was “fraught with much danger’ for the freedom 


of our press. He continued: : 


Reader’s Digest never prints the views of the underdog, or that of minority 
groups. It has become illiberal and sown disunity. . . . When presented with the 
actual facts, the Reader’s Digest refuses to retract. 

Within our own country, the influence of the Reader’s Digest is such that it 
must necessarily undermine the morale of lesser publications. . . . This is no 
remote danger. Moreover, in the farming-out process, the smaller publications 
again must accept such articles that have pleased the Digest fancy. Thus we have 
one voice so beautifully manipulated as to appear to our country and others as 
a representative choral group. It is not good. A controlled public opinion is being 
fashioned by one medium. 


so * Sd 


Postscript—1968 

Not only does Reader’s Digest undermine the morale of lesser publications, 
as Congressman Celler noted, but lately it has become a great power in 
the book world. It buys condensations both for the magazine and for its 
monthly volumes. It now pays more for a mere few chapters than the Book- 
of-the-Month Club or the Literary Guild pay for using the entire volume. 
The majority of book publishers now aim at selling to the Digest. Moreover, 
so literary agents tell me, Reader's Digest will not accept any writer who 
has ever criticized it, and will boycott publishers who print these writers. 
The intimidation is enormous. 

In supporting the actual American Fascists such as Merwin K. Hart of 
the National Economic Council and scores of crypto and pseudo-Fascists, 
the Wallaces were among the first to take up the propaganda for Buch- 
manism or Moral Re-Armament (MRA). In its January 1968 issue, the 
Digest published a book condensation, “Theyre Out to Remake the World”, 
a eulogy of the Rev. Dr. Frank Buchman, a heavenly hosannah for Buch- 
manism. 

Moral Re-Armament was thrown out of Princeton when it was found to 
be a nest of homosexuals. This was not the Rev. Dr. Buchman’s fault. How- 
ever, he was never able to deny or explain away his “Thank God for Hitler”, 
and his endorsement of Mussolini, reported in the 1930s. His movement was 
subsidized by the leading anti-labor employers in America, almost all of 
them members of the NAM, and among them endorsers of Italian Fascism 
and its similar organizations in America, once exposed by the Black Lobby- 
ing Committee. 

The Digest in almost every issue has published one anti-labor article or 
one or more article attacking the New Deal, the New Frontier, the Great 
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Society, or social service legislation, existing or proposed. In its current 
advertisements (Saturday Review, January 13, 1968) it boasts: 


The Digest’s 17,000,000 copies circulating in the U.S. each month attract an 
unprecedented 33% of all adults; 43% of all college-educated adults; and 43% of 
the professional management group. With this audience of 50,000,000 Americans, 
Reader's Digest is not only informing tomorrow’s leaders, but providing them with 
a thoughtful and interested public. 


My readers will please note that it was in reference to a possible success 
for the Digest that H. L. Mencken said at its inception, “There’s no under- 
estimating the intelligence of the American public.” 


Eleven x 


THE MOST POWERFUL 
FORCE IN AMERICA 


Next in importance to piercing the curtain of censorship and suppression 
which still protects disease- and death-causing tobacco, I consider my pub- 
lication during the last quarter century of the documentary evidence that 
the most powerful organized enemy of the American people is the National 
Association of Manufacturers. 

This country was dedicated not only to the life, liberty, and pursuit of 
happiness, but to the general welfare of its citizens. The documentary evi- 
dence in the past fifty years—almost all of it suppressed in almost all the 
newspapers, and more lately in the other mass media—shows the NAM to 
be the most powerful enemy of the general welfare. 

The NAM is dedicated to the general welfare of its own membership, 
which is almost the entire manufacturing industry except Ford. The NAM 
has opposed every president since the turn of the century (when it was 
organized) who believed in the Lincolnian view that human rights take 
precedence over property rights. 

The NAM maintains the most powerful lobby in Washington. 

The NAM initiates legislation and is credited with getting more bills 
passed than any other special interest. 

The NAM at one time bribed members of Congress—it was found guilty 
of criminal and illegal actions. 

The leading members of the NAM were also found guilty of being the 
main users of espionage, machineguns, and tear gas in their war against 
labor. 

The NAM was shown, in another government investigation, to be the 
most powerful group influencing—one could honestly say corrupting—the 
American press. 

The leaders of the NAM were also shown, by another Senate investigation, 
to be the main subsidizers of all the reactionary, pro-fascist, anti-Semitic, 
and anti-general welfare groups and movements in the country. 
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If the general reader does not know these statements to be facts, it is be- 
cause the mass media have failed in their duty to keep America informed. 

The first great exposé of the National Association of Manufacturers was 
made not by the muckrakers but by the Congress of the United States. It 
was known as the Garrett Committee, or Mulhall Investigation, which proved 
with documentary evidence that the NAM was founded to destroy the first 
attempt at national unionization—(the time was 1903)-—and to maintain 
long hours and low wages and child labor. It needed legislation for these 
purposes so it bribed members of Congress. It also put up the money to 
defeat representatives and senators who voted against its proposed anti- 
labor laws. 

“Colonel” Martin M. Mulhall, one of the chief secret lobbyists of the NAM, 
confessed the criminal activities of the NAM in a series of articles he wrote 
for the great crusading daily, the New York World, and its sister daily (both 
Pulitzer papers), the St. Louis Post-Dispatch. Mulhall named congressmen 
and the amounts given them to vote against unions and legislation aimed 
against evils in industry. Congress could not shut its eyes to these disclosures, 
so a committee headed by majority leader Finis J. Garrett of Tennessee be- 
gan a four-month inquiry which resulted in sixty volumes of testimony and 
documentation, concluding that the NAM activities in Washington were 
“secretive,” “reprehensible,” “questionable,” “disreputable,” and “criminal.” 

The documentation shows that in the first ten years of its existence the 
NAM employed as lobbyists Mulhall and James Emery and others, that it 
not only bribed senators but their office boys, and that it exerted tremendous 
pressure in national politics. If private individuals had done what the NAM 
did, they would have been sent to the penitentiary. 

The NAM was totally discredited. It was forced to reorganize. When it 
did so it adopted a new policy: There would be no more bribery and cor- 
ruption—the new plan was to control American public opinion through a 
great propaganda machine which would work through the American news- 
papers. The organization itself would not corrupt anyone; it would let its 
members, who controlled almost every cent of national advertising money in 
America, use the pressure of hundreds of millions—and now of some 
twelve billion dollars a year. 

Everything that the NAM did from then on was legal. It was legal, for 
example, to write editorials and send them to every newspaper in the coun- 
try living from the advertising of NAM members. The press which published 
them without giving the source corrupted itself, but the NAM technically 
and legally was not corrupting the press. 

The investigation by the Senate Committee on Education and Labor, 
better known as the La Follette Committee, was conducted legally, decently, 
honorably, and ethically—in contrast to the Dies, Rankin, Thomas, Mc- 
Carthy, and other investigations which violated every fundamental American 


idea of fair play. 
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Several volumes of the La Follette reports concern strike-breaking and 
racketeering by the corporations—all of them members of the NAM. Those 
which bought and stored machineguns to shoot down strikers are named, 
also those that bought and actually used poison gas. (In one instance a 
union man was killed. The company report stated this death did not matter 
because the workman was a “red.” The La Follette investigation showed 
the man was a Republican. ) 

At a time when the press in general was equating force and violence with 
the union labor movement and with strikes, the testimony before the La Fol- 
lette Committee showed the opposite to be true: The companies were mostly 
to blame for all labor troubles. Here, for example, is a summary of one day’s 
testimony of the committee secretary, Robert Wohlforth, a West Point and 
Princeton graduate: 


1. The NAM is directed, controlled, and financed by only 207 major firms, 
each paying $2,000 a year or more, chief among them being General Motors, 
DuPont, Chrysler, Weir's National Steel, and Pennsylvania Railroad. 

2. These 207 firms purchased 60 per cent of all the tear gas used in the 
United States; employed the majority of spies in industry, the majority of 
strikebreakers, the majority with criminal records. The NAM is associated 
with the Metal Trades Association, the Associated Industries of all the large 
cities, and similar organizations which have a record of taking the leading 
part in industrial espionage and the use of violence in labor disputes. 

3. The NAM operates the largest propaganda network in America. 


The Monopoly Investigation, conducted by Senator Joseph C. O’Mahoney 
of Wyoming, produced the greatest indictment in history of Big Business 
in general, and the NAM in particular. (At one time its publications, Mono- 
graph 29 dealing with the two hundred ruling familes of America, and 
Monograph 26, dealing with the power of pressure groups, notably the 
NAM, were available from thc Superintendent of Documents, Washington, 
for $2 and 25 cents respectively; they are of course always available in 
libraries. ) 

On the day the Monopoly Committee published its evidence against lobby- 
ing, the press generally obliged by suppressing the names of the organiza- 
tions investigated. The New York Times omitted the name of the National 
Association of Manufacturers, although it did print a full-column story. But 
even the Times did not divulge the truly important findings of this great 
committee, as I am sure readers will agree who read the following (sup- 
pressed) paragraphs: 

“The American people are confronted with the problem of who shall 
control the government” (p. 1). Pressure groups attempting this are named as 
the American Legion, farmers, peace groups, but the Committee concludes 
that the N.A.M., the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, and the agents of these 
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two organizations—the lawyers’ associations and newspaper publishers’ asso- 
ciations—rule the country. 

“From the beginning, business has been intent upon wielding economic 
power and, where necessary, political control for its own purposes. . . 
Even today, when the purposeful use of government power for the general 
welfare is more widely accepted than at any time in history, government 
does not begin to approach the fusion of power and will characteristic of 
business” (p. 1). Every one is fighting for power, for control, in Washington, 
but “by far the largest and most important of these groups is to be found in 
‘business’ . . . as dominated by the 200 largest non-financial and the 50 largest 
financial corporations, and the employer and trade associations into which 
it and its satellites are organized” (p. 3), The two hundred non-financial 
corporations at that time controlled sixty billion dollars, probably have 
physical assets of four times that amount today. The march of America to- 
ward public betterment “has been hindered, obstructed and at times ap- 


parently completely stopped by pressure groups” (p. 5). 


Business . . . has fought . . . government ownership. Through the press, public 
opinion and pressure groups it is possible to influence the political process... . 
Both press and radio are, after all, “big business” and even when they possess 
the highest integrity, they are the prisoners of their own belief. 


Business, the report declares, acts on the principle that sixty billion dollars 
can do no wrong. 
As for the press, 


. . . the business orientation of the newspaper press is a valuable asset. In the 
nature of things public opinion is usually well disposed toward business. . . . 
Newspapers have it in their power materially to influence public opinion... 
editorializing is practiced as a matter of course. And even where editors and 
publishers are men of the highest integrity they are owners and managers of big 
business enterprises, their papers inevitably reflect, at least to some extent, their 
economic interest. When organized business deliberately propagandizes the country, 
using newspaper advertising as one medium, the press is a direct means of 
channeling business views into the public mind. . . . 

The law, the newspaper press, and the advertising professions have all helped 
business by spreading this changed conception of the Jeffersonian idea. (p. 10) 


The Jeffersonian idea which was undermined was democracy. The report 
names the business pressure lobbies, of which the most important is the 
National Association of Manufacturers. It is followed by the U.S. Chamber 
of Commerce, which the NAM helped found and with which it cooperates; 
the Edison Electric Institute, successor to the National Electric Light Asso- 
ciation, which was exposed in another congressional investigation as using 
a $25,000,000 fund to corrupt almost the entire American press; the Asso- 
ciation of Life Insurance Presidents; American Iron and Steel Institute; 
American Bankers Association; American Petroleum Institute; American 


104 NEVER TIRE OF PROTESTING 


Investment Bankers Association; and the American Bar Association. 

The report continues: “Through the American Newspaper Publishers 
Association the country’s daily newspapers join their strength for business 
and against government.” , 

This is a most damning indictment. It could have gone further and said 
“against the general welfare.” But, when for most of this century we have 
had governments such as the Roosevelt administration, which made the New 
Deal an agency for the general welfare, and when in all administrations 
the government includes scores of agencies whose sole purpose is general 
welfare—agencies such as the Federal Trade Commission, Securities and 
Exchange Commission, Federal Communications Commission, Tennessee 
Valley Authority—then the indictment of the newspaper publishers as pre- 
ferring business to the general welfare, property rights over human rights, 
is correctly stated. 

Most newspapers suppressed the indictment; it did not appear in the 
Times’ columns. 

The indictment against corporations and the press continues: 


Public policy in the field of industrial relations has been formulated by Congress 
over the bitter opposition of organized industry, an opposition which is still con- 
tinuing in a determined effort to change that policy. The economic power of 
business and the “educational” persuasiveness of its newspaper, advertising and 
legal allies enabled it between the years 1933 and 1937 to frustrate the initial 
efforts of the Federal Government to regulate labor relations (p. 81). 

The National Association of Manufacturers and the Chamber of Commerce are 
as one in their opposition to the National Labor Relations Administration. . 
The American Bar Association . . . indicated its fundamental community of inter- 
est with business. The American Newspaper Publishers Association shares a 
similar community of interest (p. 82) [also suppressed in the Times]. 

National Association of Manufacturers’ President Lund [“Listerine Lund”] 
in a press release . . . urged “the strongest possible employer opposition to union 
organization” (p. 97). 

Business has managed to maintain most of its control of industrial relations 
despite the efforts of labor and government to lessen it... . 

The staying power of corporate business, its resources and ability to get aid 
and assistance in the fields of law, of the newspaper press, and of advertising, 
have proved powerful weapons in this struggle, and the intensity of the battle 
in the labor relations field since 1933 has indicated their effectiveness. 


Pages 171 and 172 of Monograph 26 show how the big manufacturing 
corporations of America sabotaged the nation so as to make greater profits 
during World War I, and again in the preparations before Pearl Harbor 
when “business displayed much of the same attitude. . . . Profits, taxes, 
loans, and so forth appeared more important to business than getting guns, 
tanks, and airplane motors into production.” 


Speaking bluntly the government and the public are “over a barrel” when it 
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comes to dealing with business in time of war or other crises. Business refuses 
to work except on terms which it dictates. . . . In effect this is blackmail. 


And what is the final conclusion? 


Democracy in America is on the defensive. In the preceding pages it has been 
shown that pressure groups as now operating usually fail to promote the general 
welfare. 


Inasmuch as the O'Mahoney Investigation names the NAM as the most 
powerful of all the pressure groups, and declares that all pressure groups 
are enemies of the general welfare of our country, and inasmuch as it con- 
siders the newspaper owners collaborators of these groups, it is merely put- 
ting one and one together to conclude that Big Business, of which the NAM 
is the epitome, is the chief enemy of the United States, the press its main 
weapon. 

The American press generally remained silent when the foregoing, prob- 
ably the most important criticism in our whole history, was published. 
Maybe it had no reply. 


The Twelve Who Rule the NAM 


Although almost all manufacturing corporations outside Ford are members 
of the National Association of Manufacturers, it had been testified before the 
La Follette Committee that the control is in the hands of 207 of them. 

In the course of the investigation, however, it was found that within the 
NAM there is a secret group of twelve who run American business. This 
general staff, considered next to the president and his cabinet the most 
powerful group in American life, is known simply as the Special Con- 
ference Committee. 

The first exposé of this secret group was made by Senator Elbert D. 
Thomas, Democrat of Utah, co-head of the La Follette Committee, after 
a long, intensive investigation headed by the committee’s secretary, Robert 
Wobhlforth. The news, momentous as it was, was suppressed. 

Again, when the Taft-Hartley bill, which is a matter of dissension and im- 
portance even today, was before the Congress, Senator Thomas exposed the 
Special Conference Committee and named its membership; and again the 
press generally suppressed the news. Senator Thomas listed eleven: 


American Telephone and Telegraph Co. 
Bethlehem Steel 

E. I. duPont de Nemours 

General Electric 

General Motors 

Goodyear Tire & Rubber 

International Harvester 

Irving Trust Co. 
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Standard Oil of New Jersey 
United States Rubber Company 
Westinghouse Electric & Manufacturing * 


» 


The presidents, general managers, and chairmen of these twelve corpora- 
tions meet informally but secretly and discuss the chief purpose of the Na- 
tional Association of Manufacturers, which is to destroy the labor move- 
ment—the purpose for which it was founded in 1895 and from which it has not 
deviated, although in its reorganization in 1933 it made “free enterprise,” 
a substitute term for the discredited word “capitalism,” its second objective. 

During the New Deal era the destruction of the Wagner Act was agreed 
upon, not only because it favored labor, but because it was the symbol of 
the Roosevelt policy of enacting general welfare legislation. 

The decisions of the Special Conference Committee are passed on quickly 
to the directing group of the NAM, and within a few days its great pub- 
licity, public relations, and propaganda machine, the largest in the country, 
begins to work. Not only are the few million dollars of this organization 
employed but through its advertising agencies the entire ten or twelve bil- 
lion dollars a year of all advertising go to work. In addition to that, there is 
the free space provided in editorials as well as news columns of a large part 
of the press—mostly small town or grass roots—and also radio and, to a 
minor extent, television. 

At times, no less than 90 per cent of the American press has echoed the 
“party line” of the twelve billionaire corporations, and the 25,000 or more 
member corporations of the NAM. (In Soviet Russia the party line is always 
100 per cent. There is, therefore, a difference between our free press and a 
totalitarian press—say 10 per cent.) 

The Special Conference Committee and the NAM declared the Wagner 
Act unconstitutional without consulting the Supreme Court. The American 
Newspaper Publishers Association thereupon followed suit. “If the National 
Labor Relations Board issues an order in this case, Mr. Hearst will not com- 
ply with it,” said Elisha Hanson, attorney for Hearst, International Paper 
& Power, and the ANPA. Moreover, Mr. Hanson sent a letter to his news- 
paper clientele saying, “Publishers from now on should flatly refuse to have 
anything to do with the NLRB [National Labor Relations Board] other 
than to notify it it is without power under the Constitution to interfere 
with their business. . . .” 

The Associated Press made a test of the law when it fired Morris Watson 
for organizing the Newspaper Guild. The Supreme Court then ruled that 
the Associated Press and the American Newspaper Publishers Association 
and the National Association of Manufacturers, the union of the press with 
Big Business, were in the wrong; and for almost twenty years the Special 

* All but the Irving Trust are leaders of the NAM. The full documentation is published 


in Senate Report 6, part 6, 76th Congress, Ist session, pp. 89, 91, 92, 95; also in this 
committee’s report, Part 45, p. 16781. 
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Conference Committee and its docile followers, the NAM, aided by the 
press, continued to fight the Wagner Act and succeeded finally when the 
NAM-written Taft-Hartley Act replaced it. 

In addition to fighting—and after its passage, first sabotaging, and then re- 
pealing—the Wagner Act, the Special Conference Committee agenda in- 
cluded at the time four other matters: the New Deal tax program; the 
National Recovery Act; a plan to protect industry against the New Deal; 
and, finally, the means to oppose the proposed social security plan. 

According to the Thomas-La Follette report the NAM also opposed the 
Banking Act, the Utility Holding Company Act, and similar legislation by 
which the government sought to prevent a panic such as had occurred dur- 
ing the Hoover administration. The Thomas-La Follette Committee charged 
the NAM with a great advertising and propaganda campaign when it 
failed to stop reforms by its lobbying in Washington; it accused the NAM 
of aiming “to render public opinion intolerant of the aims of social progress 
through legislative effort”; it concluded with deploring “the failure of the 
NAM and the powerful corporations which guide its policies to adapt them- 
selves to changing times and to laws which the majority of the people deem 
wise and necessary.” 

All of this, the congressional investigations, the exposés, the really sensa- 
tional or—as others might say—newsworthy, reports in committee and in 
Congress, was not reported in the press, and is not known to many persons 
today. 

The days of the crusading newspaper are over—the muckraking maga- 
zines which told the truth when the press failed America, were bought up 
and bought out long ago. But there are still a few liberal newspapers which 
in place of crusading exposés do publish a “series” now and then, devoted 
to some important subject. Even death-and-tobacco has lately been one of 
them. Nevertheless, the NAM is still sacred, and most sacred of all is the 
Special Conference Committee, the general staff of Big Business, the ruling 
hierarchy of free enterprise, known until the panic of 1929 as “capitalism.” 

In Business as a System of Power (published by the Columbia University 
Press), Professor Robert A. Brady added to our knowledge of this group of 
rulers of America about which the press seems to know nothing. “Not only 
are most of the member corporations of the Special Conference Committee 
at once members of the inner controlling group of the NAM and the leaders 
among American industrial giants in their respective fields,” he says, “but 
also they represent a secret coalition. .. . 

“The most important line of policies within the NAM, in short, seems to 
be traceable directly or indirectly to this inside clique within the inner 
councils of the organization. .. .” 

There may be other references to the Special Conference Committee in 
professorial dissertations and university press books; I have never seen a 
mention of it in the daily press. 
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As late as 1947, when I happened to think it was worth a follow-up story, 
my assistant, Mr. Weingarten, had considerable difficulty in finding its hid- 
ing place—but if one newsletter can do it alone, surely the metropolitan 
dailies and the great news agencies with their hundreds of men could also 
have done so. The spokesman was Edward S. Cowdrick; the address 30 
Rockefeller Plaza, New York. Profession: industrial relations consultant. 

Virtually all the companies of the original Special Conference Committee 
were his clients, Mr. Cowdrick said. “We still have meetings, sometimes in- 
dividually and sometimes as a group, if that distinction means anything.” 
The inner circle, which once met regularly at Rockefeller Plaza, until the 
Senate Committee heard about it, now meets “at some hotel,” Cowdrick said. 
He refused to name the hotel, to name the topics usually on the agenda, or 
to name the participants. 

The original group consisted of such tycoons as Alfred P. Sloan, president 
of General Motors, W. S. Gifford of AT&T, Lammot duPont, Owen D. 
Young of General Electric, and W. S. Farish and W. C. Teagle of Standard 
Oil. 

Counsel for this group, under its dictation, wrote laws for the United 
States. The Washington lobby got them passed. The greatest achievement 
of the NAM’s Special Conference Committee was the Taft-Hartley Act. It 
repealed the Wagner Act, which had been known as the Magna Carta of 
Labor. And when President Johnson in 1965 made the repeal of a section 
of the Taft-Hartley Act part of his Great Society program of the year, it was 
the only measure on which he was defeated in Congress. 


How the NAM Brainwashes America 


The NAM has blanketed the country with a propaganda which in technique 
has relied upon indirection of meaning, and in presentation upon secrecy and de- 
ception. Radio speeches, public meetings, news, cartoons, editorials. . . . Six Star 
Service (college professors), Uncle Abner cartoons, George Sokolsky’s services . . . 
and many other devices for moulding public opinion have been used without dis- 
closure of the origin and financial support of the NAM. 


This conclusion on the propaganda work of the NAM, the biggest job 
in America, is made in Report 6, part 6, of the 76th Congress, Ist session, 
pp. 218-19. 

Annually, for twenty years or more, the National Association of Manu- 
facturers has issued a report on its public relations activities, on which it 
spends millions of dollars. It uses the press (daily and weekly), the maga- 
zines, the radio, movies, television; it holds conferences with public school 
teachers and school superintendents; it has a speakers’ bureau; and in its 
own words “its objective is to reach all the American public and develop 
a great body of informed public opinion.” 

This much is certain: The NAM as well as any other legitimate organiza- 
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tion in the nation has the right to attempt to get its propaganda accepted 
in the mass media and in the churches and schools of the country, but 
every newspaper and magazine and radio and television station which uses 
this propaganda without disclosing its source should be exposed as venal 
and corrupt. Twenty leading newspapers and press services accepted a 
thirty-one day tour of industry at the end of World War II; it was paid 
for by the NAM and the joumalists reported what the NAM showed them; 
and neither the great newspapers nor the great news agencies disclosed the 
fact that the NAM paid for it all. 

The National Industrial Information Committee of the NAM, its thought- 
contro] department, was headed for many years by Alfred P. Sloan of Gen- 
eral Motors, assisted by various Pews and H. W. Prentis, Jr. Its typical an- 
nual report refers to its influence on “opinion molders” in every stratum of 
American society, women’s clubs, churchmen and church organizations, farm 
organizations, and educational institutions. 

The NIIC’s annual report goes on with page after page of successes in 
reaching “public opinion molders.” It speaks of “the post-war use of news- 
reels,” and declares that “by-product publicity [whatever that may mean] 
fanned out management thinking to 41,000,000 people through newspapers, 
radio and national farm magazines.” The NIIC’s national field, it reported, 
embraces: 

“The farm leaders to whom 30,000,000 men and women look for guidance; 

“The 150,000 clergymen—Protestant, Catholic and Jewish—who guide 
the spiritual life and aspirations of 55,000,000 church attendants; 

“The 1,100,000 educators of 30,000,000 American students.” 

The NIIC made a motion picture of an article, “Triangle of Plenty,” 
written for Reader's Digest by Frederick C. Crawford, past president of 
the NAM, which had 695 showings in 72 major theatres, and was then dis- 
tributed to schools and adult groups. “Polled audience reaction in Pennsyl- 
vania proved that over 90% liked the film, 83% said it gave them better 
understanding of ‘business fundamentals, and over 40% said it changed 
their ideas of our business system. 

“All through the year, NIIC’s extensive radio activities reach a vast audi- 
ence of the nation’s 31,000,000 families who have radios.” 

Finally, the report tells of NAM success with newspapers. Inasmuch as 
between 90 and 99 per cent of the press using NAM canned editorials and 
supplied news items—all slanted for Big Business and many against labor 
unions and liberal ideas, and New Deals, Square Deals, New Frontiers, and 
the Great Society—are used without the source being given, it must be 
stated without any contradiction possible, that a large part of the American 
press corrupts itself. Here is a typical NAM report on its press activities: 

“The 69,000,000 people in the small cities, towns and rural areas of 
‘grassroots’ America serviced by hometown weekly newspapers are being 
reached increasingly through NIIC’s weekly clipsheet of news and features. 
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“This Industria] Press Service is supplied to newspapers on request only. 
The official organ of the American Press Association [spokesman for the 
weekly press] lately described IPS as ‘probably the most widely used free 
press service offered to newspapers. [What an admission of corruption. 
I do not know how many of the 10,000 weeklies now use IPS, but at one 
time it could boast of 4,419 papers with 23,000,000 circulation in 48 states. | 

“More than 50% of the total family population in 22 states, including 
New York, Pennsylvania and California, are reached by papers using IPS. 
In 42 states, more than 25% of all families are covered by these small city 
and country weeklies, which are a prime influence in the community life, 
and generally can boast cover-to-cover readership.” 

In one of its annual reports the NAM announced it had issued 708 general 
releases and had 100,000 newspaper clippings to show that all of them 
were used—in many instances news items giving the NAM as the source, 
in other instances propaganda without the source disclosed. 

“Industry's Views,” a propaganda sheet, was supplied to 2,500 columnists. 
“Briefs for Broadcasters” was sent to 90 per cent of all the radio stations 
with the suggestion that little items from it be included. 

And, mindful of Lenin’s dictum that if he could control children’s minds 
he could change the thinking of the nation in five years (it is the policy 
of most churches to inculcate religion before minds are developed) the 
NAM penetrates all the schools of America with its free materials. This 
is done with the approval of school superintendents and others in charge of 
education. A monthly magazine called Trends is mailed to 37,000 teachers. 

Another monthly, Understanding, is sent to 15,000 clergymen. If anyone 
thinks that this learned profession, unlike commercial editors and pub- 
lishers whose pocketbooks are fattened by the advertising of NAM corpo- 
rations, would morally refuse such biased writing, he has only to read the 
letters from priests and ministers in which the NAM is thanked for its 
helpfulness in preparing sermons, and certain items in Understanding are 
singled out for special praise. In my survey of these letters I find the most 
anti-liberal and anti-labor items singled out by priests and ministers as 
useful. 

Thirty-five thousand farmers are sent a publication called Farm and 
Industry. 

Also tremendously effective is the propaganda through the women’s clubs 
of the country. Forty thousand leading club women are sent “Program 
Notes” and offered written lectures and live lecturers, as well as printed 
matter of all sorts, circulars, and even a set of printed tickets for sale at 
meetings. The NAM runs the whole show for thousands of women’s clubs, 
and the club members are not aware that their brains are being washed, 
perhaps even perverted, by private interests. 

For its Six Star Service the NAM hired college professors to expound 
reactionary economic views which it distributed as free columns to the press 
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of America. Actually there were a score of professors who sold themselves 
to this propaganda organization. The first six were: 


Professor Gus W. Dyer of Vanderbilt University 

Professor Eliot Jones of Stanford University 

Dr. Walter E. Spahr, chairman, department of economics, New York University 
Professor Clarence Buckler, New York University 

Professor Neil Carothers of Lehigh University 

Professor J. E. LeRossignol of the University of Nebraska 


NAM: “Bookburning” and Censorship 


One of the most sinister facts I discovered concerning the control of educa- 
tion in America was the submission of all manuscripts of books on economics 
by textbook publishers to a special censoring committec of the National 
Association of Manufacturers. 

For years before the McCarthy Committee began its great “bookburning” 
crusade through its agents, Roy M. Cohn and G. David Schine, the NAM had 
sponsored movements to prevent liberal ideas on economics from appearing 
in books used in high schools and colleges. One of its campaigns resulted 
in the banning of the textbooks of Professor Harold Rugg from the majority 
of schools which had bought them. 

This bookburning followed the report of Professor Ralph Robey of New 
York University, a hired hatchet man of the NAM, who was later employed 
full time by the organization. 

The NAM formed an Economic Principles Committee, whose purpose 
was to censor all books in advance. Its members, mostly college professors, 
were: 


Noel Sargent, John C. Gebhart, and Dr. Ludwig Mises, of the NAM economics 
staff 

Professor Harley L. Lutz of Princeton University 

Professor W. B. Westerfield of Yale University 

Professor J. T. Young of the Wharton School, University of Pennsylvania 

Professor Wilford I. King of New York University School of Commerce 


In a pamphlet listing college professors and others in the academic field 
who were also officers, directors, and members of various committees of the 
National Association of Manufacturers, the following names are included: 


John Hanna, Columbia University School of Law, NAM Economic Principles 
Committee 

Lewis H. Haney, member Economics Advisory Group, NAM, a Hearst columnist 

Edwin G. Nourse, vice president, Brookings Institution 

William G. Sutcliffe, dean, Boston University College of Business Administration 

Charles S. Tippetts, headmaster, Mercerburg Academy 

Ellsworth Huntington, Yale, member of Advisory Group of NAM Postwar Com- 
mittee 
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Professors Westerfield and King were also members of the Economics Advisory 
Group 

While collaborating with the NAM in censoring liberal economic ideas 
which did not meet its definition of free enterprise and free capitalism, 
Professor King wrote all his articles as attacks on the CIO. Eventually 
Professor King became an Official of the Committee for Constitutional Gov- 
ernment (which long before he took their pay had been denounced in 
Congress as “America’s No. 1 Fascist organization’ ). 

When compelled to register in Washington as a paid lobbyist, at $150 a 
week, Professor King wrote on his report, published in the Congressional 
Record, that he was lobbying in Washington to oppose legislation he be- 
lieved “to be anti-social” and that he favored socially beneficial. laws. In his 
New York University lectures he had said: “What this country needs is 
more rich men,” and “The system of one vote for one man has enabled the 
poor to rob the rich through income taxes, just as effectively as if they had 
done it with guns.” 

Thanks again to a friend who stood high in the secretarial pool of the 
NAM, I was able to publish the fact that this organization and the House 
Un-American Committee collaborated in a vast censorship and bookburn- 
ing affair. John S. Wood, Georgia Democrat, was the Un-American chair- 
man at the time. He announced it his intention to purge the public schools 
of all textbooks discussing social science, economics, and politics which did 
not conform to the policy of the House Un-American Activities Committee, 
the GOP, and the rightists of his own party. (Wood's idea of what is sub- 
versive can be judged from one of his declarations: the Klan, he said, stood 
for “one hundred percent Americanism. ” ) 

As a guide to “subversive” books being used in our public schools, Chair- 
man Wood announced he would use the list prepared by Dr. Ralph Robey. 
Wood did not identify Robey as the paid agent of the NAM. The American 
press, always eager to identify people on the Left in unfavorable terms, made 
no effort to identify Robey as the bookburner for Big Business, and now 
their chief blacklister. It was actually a blacklist of 563 well-known Ameri- 
can books, out of the 800 Robey had examined. 

The NAM had instructed Robey to name all books “prejudicial to our 
form of government, our society, or to the system of free enterprise.” None 
of the books attacked our form of government; some were critical of our 
society, as most intelligent books are, but there is no doubt that several, 
written by leading economists—not the prostituted economists who took 
money from the NAM but great educators like Harold Rugg—questioned 
the NAM’s version of free enterprise. (This term, to replace “capitalism” 
which had become a dirty word following the 1929-1933 collapse, was 
adopted by the NAM at a national convention. But long before that, in 
1925 to be exact, it was used by Adolf Hitler. In Mein Kampf he proclaimed 
as his economic policy freie unternehmungen, which translates literally 
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“free enterprise.” It was either Hitler’s coinage or that of Rudolf Hess, who 
wrote most of Mein Kampf; at any rate, it was a Nazi term long before 
it became an NAM term. ) 

Robey found that in the average book of three hundred pages there was a 
line or two saying perhaps that there were trusts and monopolies in the 
United States; that living standards varied between rich, middle class, and 
the poor; that politics were not always pure; that there was an unequal 
distribution of wealth and opportunity. This the NAM, Robey, and the Un- 
Americans considered un-American. To enlist the American press in this 
united effort to destroy 563 textbooks Robey and Wood informed it that 
there were also references in textbooks then in use that vast amounts of 
money were spent on advertising for the purpose of breaking down con- 
sumer resistance, and that this method is sometimes economically wasteful. 
And, most alarming of all, Robey had found several schoolbooks saying 
that the press had enormous power, and that it speaks generally for a minority. 

The newspapers, radio, newsweeklies, and all the super-patriotic societies, 
notably the American Legion, which was carrying on a parallel bookburming 
campaign, made a furor of the Robey findings. Local members of the Legion 
in many towns demanded that, if any of the 563 books were found in their 
schools or libraries, they should actually be burned in the town squares. 

The Daughters of Colonial Wars issued a pronunciamento: “It is un- 

American to give a student an unbiased viewpoint instead of teaching him 
real Americanism. We must teach our children, ‘My country, right or wrong.’ 
We cannot afford to teach them to be unbiased and make up their own 
Tims, . . . 
_ Editor & Publisher condemned a 541-page schoolbook for two para- 
graphs slightly critical of the press, and a 600-page textbook Society and 
Its Problems for one paragraph saying “advertising has undoubtedly in- 
creased the cost of living.” 

To purge America of every nonconforming book the NAM made ab- 
stracts of the 563 volumes and sold this blacklist everywhere for $5 a set. 
Witch-hunters, vigilante groups, super-patriots, Legion posts everywhere 
bought the sets and went to work destroying the books and assassinating 
the character of their authors. 

How effective the united bookburners were may be judged from this one 
statistic: When the NAM, with the aid of HUAC, the Legion, and others 
issued their first blacklist, Professor Rugg’s social science texts were in use 
in 4,200 school systems. Within a year or so, Dr. Rugg informed me, his 
books had been banned in 4,000 of them. 

Book publishers, educators, economists, literary workers, and the small 
liberal publications of America protested in vain. The NAM, aided by 
Hearst and the support of the great American press through its policy of 
refusing to say anything against the NAM, destroyed the unbiased liberal 
textbooks of America. 


Twelve x 


HOW SOME MEMBERS 
OF CONGRESS ARE 
BOUGHT 


Four persons who represented the state of South Dakota in the House and 
Senate, Karl E. Mundt of Madison, Francis Case of Custer, Harlan J. Bush- 
field of Miller, and Chan Gurney of Yankton—all Republicans—were elected 
to office thanks to a large fund which came from eastern corporations and 
corporation heads. 

It would be false to say that the South Dakota delegation in Congress was 
elected by the National Association of Manufacturers. But it would be true 
to say that all four men were elected thanks to the money invested in South 
Dakota by some of the most powerful men in the National Association of 
Manufacturers. 

This is how the NAM works. And this was one of my In fact scoops, made 
possible only by the fact that the standard press had the news but refused 
to publish it. 

The Democratic State Committee of South Dakota issued to the press 
the list of donations the Republican State Committee had filed and at the 
same time sent me a copy saying it was obvious that “eastern capitalists” had 
bought the election. I found it both amusing and amazing that the Demo- 
cratic Committee had to ask me to identify the donors, chief of whom were: 


Lammot duPont $4,000 
Irenée duPont 2,500 
Alfred P. Sloan 2,500 
Donaldson Brown 2,000 
Joseph L. Pew, Jr. 1,000 
Mabel Pew Myrin 1,000 
Mary Ethel Pew 1,000 
Earle Halliburton 5,000 
Sarah Mellon Scaife 4,000 
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Ailsa Mellon Bruce 5,000 
L. W. Mesta 1,000 
Colonel Robert R. MeCormick 5,000 
Colonel Ira C. Copley 5,000 


Bushfield received a direct contribution of $2,000 from the Pew family; the 
total Republican fund was $53,700, all contributed by a handful of persons, 
compared to $12,838 which the Democrats raised from 800 small contribu- 
tors. The Republican fund was so large that it was decisive in three elections 
—two congressional and one presidential. The Democrats had a def cit of 
$183. 

I informed the Democratic State Committee that the first four names on 
the above list represented the DuPont-General Motors empire, the Special 
Conference Committee of the NAM, and the NAM itself, Sloan was one of 
the twelve who directed the NAM and chairman of the National Industrial 
Information Committee (the propaganda agency which was then spending 
about five million dollars a year on press, radio, schools, movies, churches, 
and various organizations). Mr. Sloan’s name had also appeared as a donor 
of considerable sums of money to certain affiliates of the Liberty League 
which Senator Hugo L. Black’s Lobbying Investigation listed as native- 
fascist, anti-Semitic, and generally reactionary. 

The next four names represented the Pew family, ninth richest in the 
United States, with $75,628,000 in Sun Oil stock—other interests being Sun 
Shipbuilding, the newsweeckly Pathfinder, and the popular Farm Journal. 
The Pews were among the dozen who controlled the NAM, at times con- 
trolled Pennsylvania politics, and several members of the family were listed 
by Senator Black as contributors to the Sentinels of the Republic, the anti- 
Semitic branch of the old Liberty League. 

The next three names represented the Mellon family, then fourth richest 
in the country, with hundreds of millions invested in Gulf Oil, Aluminum 
Company, Koppers United. 

Colonel McCormick was my former employer. His Chicago Tribune 
(which still advertises itself as “the world’s greatest newspaper”) was voted 
the world’s worst newspaper once by the entire Washington press corps. It 
was never, however, quite as vicious, venal, and dishonest as the Hearst 
newspapers. 

Colonel Ira C. Copley of Aurora, Ilinois, announced on page 1 the day 
he bought the San Diego Evening Tribune: “I have no connection with any 
public utility anywhere and no connections with any other business than the 
newspaper business anywhere.” 

The Copley papers are: Aurora Beacon, Elgin Courier, Joliet Herald- 
News, Illinois State Journal, San Diego Independent, Glendale Press, Pasa- 
dena Evening Post, Hollywood News, Santa Monica Outlook, Venice Van- 
guard, Culver City Star-News, Redonda Daily Breeze, San Pedro Daily 
News. 
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When hearings into the corrupt practices of the light and power corpora- 
tions began, Judge Healy of the Federal Trade Commission obtained a con- 
fession from Colonel Copley’s attorney, B. P. Alschuler, which said in part: 

“Col. Copley exchanged preferred and common stock previously owned 
by him for preferred stock of Western United Gas and Electric Corporation. 
. . . Copley is owner also of $1,000,000 in bonds of Western United.” Evi- 
dence was produced showing that this press lord owned a total of $2,400,000 
in public light and power utility stock. 

Among the other contributors to the South Dakota election fund whom I 
could not identify were: Catherine Baker Hicox, Chicago, $1,000; Ralph D. 
Mershon of New York, $1,000; and Earl LaGrave of Chicago, $2,700. 

When I sent a report of my investigation to the Democratic State Com- 
mittee, it was offered to the press of South Dakota, but only one brave 
newspaper, the Molalla Pioneer (Monroe Sweetland, editor), published it. 
Bushfield, Case, and Mundt were named. Case issued a statement: “The 
story that certain individuals connected with certain corporations made 
contributions to the Republican Committee . . . when I was reelected for a 
third term may be true, but that money was not contributed in my interest 
or with my knowledge or consent.” To which Sweetland replied: “Case's 
letter is the admission which validates the charge.” 

A copy of my report also went to Senator Joseph F. Guffey of Pennsy]- 
vania, one of more than a score of members of Congress with whom I 
worked during the In fact decade. Guffey referred to the NAM-South 
Dakota situation on three occasions and, while newspapers generally con- 
tinued their silence, the noted liberal Scripps-Howard editor, Lowell Mellett, 
referred to it in his column, and so did Drew Pearson. Senator Guffey told 
his colleagues: 


The above figures [which I had sent him] regarding South Dakota campaign 
contributions were taken from the office of the Secretary of State of South Dakota, 
filed there by Walter H. Burke, of Pierre, treasurer of the Republican State 
Committee. ... 

Mr. President, the Republican leaders in Pennsylvania are preparing to buy or 
steal the election of 1946. For that purpose they have accumulated a corruption 
fund of $875,000 for which they do not expect to account. 

This corruption fund was contributed by the Pews and the other oily fat cats 
of Pennsylvania politics as part of the 1944 campaign fund, but has been held 
over for future use. . . 

They dare to try to do this because they got away with murder in South Dakota 
in 1942, when they let Senator Bushfield use the $18,000 of Republican money 
left over from the 1940 campaign. Senator Bushfield, by the way, was financed 
in his own campaign by Joe Pew and the other oil fat cats of Republican politics, 
as well as the DuPonts, Alfred Sloan, and Colonel McCormick of the Chicago 
Tribune. 


Only one newspaper of national influence, the St. Louis Post-Dispatch, 
published ‘a report on how they, the Pews and DuPonts and other NAM 


HOW MEMBERS OF CONGRESS ARE BOUGHT 117 


rulers, “got away with murder in South Dakota.” But so far as I know no one 
anywhere has made an investigation of the voting record of Gurney, Bush- 
field, Case, and Mundt and collated it with the policies of the NAM as ex- 
pressed in the NAM News, or the annual voting record published by the 
New Republic, and the Congressional Quarterly, and liberal-labor publica- 
tions of the United States. 

This record of the past quarter of a century (in the case of Mundt at least) 
would make a fascinating book, or at least a master’s thesis. It should be sub- 
sidized by one of the university presses, or the Ford Foundation, or any in- 
stitution interested in democracy—and its enemies. 

Take, for example, the Smith-Connally bill, supposedly designed to avoid 
strikes, one of the almost annual measures sponsored by the NAM to de- 
stroy the labor movement. This act prohibited contributions to the political 
campaigns by labor unions; it did not prohibit members of the NAM acting 
as individuals from contributing the maximum the law permitted. In one 
election there were 83 DuPonts listed, each giving the G.O.P. $5,000—among 
the donors being DuPont babies born within the month. 

There were also bills to change the income tax regulations because of 
disproportionate burdens on the lower brackets. There were bills to arm 
the Fair Employment Practices Committee against certain abuses in in- 
dustry, such as discrimination because of race, color, or creed. There were 
from time to time anti-poll-tax bills aimed to help Negroes in the South 
get the vote. 

Such bills appeared before every Congress, were considered controversial, 
and are used by the New Republic and other publications as a test for voting 
“right” and voting “wrong,” right meaning for the general welfare, wrong 
meaning for the speeial interests. There was never a doubt as to where the 
NAM stood, or its Wall Street corporations, or all the brasscheck polishing 
journalists such as Sokolsky and Fulton Lewis, Jr., another NAM employee, 
or the majority of the newspapers of the country. 

During their terms in office Bushfield, Gurney, Case, and Mundt voted 
the NAM ticket every time, and each in turn was shown as voting wrong in 
every table published by the liberal weeklies; the New Republic listed Case 
and Mundt among the “worst” men in Congress. 

The fact that Mundt was an isolationist is of no great significance, as there 
were many honest men among them, but Mundt was the type of isolationist 
who consorted with those who were isolationist because of a fascist view- 
point. Thus the New Republic in one of its charts giving the Mundt votes 
observes that he “has been extremely active as an America First speaker, 
appearing on eastern platforms with Ham Fish and others, as well as in his 
native Middle West. He was used especially as a speaker for rallies in Ger- 
man-American communities; his pro-fascist tendencies have been quite 
clearly indicated in these public addresses.” Mundt was endorsed by the 
Nazi agency in America, the German-American Bund. Instead of being in- 
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vestigated by the Un-American Committee for these relations, Mundt be- 
came one of its members. 

The money which helped Representative Case was considerably DuPont 
money. In one session a bill was introduced for the government to extend 
TVA, to build a chemical fertilizer plant as a national yardstick. It was de- 
feated 204 to 126, Case leading the vote against. Representative Clarence 
Cannon of Missouri declared that it was the powerful business lobby which 
had won, and even Congressman John E. Rankin, the most hated man in 
Congress, declared that the TVA should get the plant because it was saving 
the Tennessee Valley $3,000,000,000 a year. The DuPonts also manufacture 
chemical fertilizer. 

In every session of the House years ago and the Senate in the past decade 
and more, Karl E. Mundt has been repaying his financial backers by attack- 
ing the unions. He has inserted in the appendix of the Congressional Record 
the most outrageous writings of Westbrook Pegler; he has never missed a 
chance to call the labor unions “communist controlled”; and, being privi- 
leged, he has resorted to false statements, several of which a willing press 
disseminated to all its readers. He asked, for example, “Has the $6,000,000 
slush fund of the CIO-PAC or Mr. Whitney’s multi-million dollar threat of 
political reprisals driven our leaders away from the challenge and into 
political foxholes?” The headlines rang with a charge that the CIO would 
spend six millions. The fact was that the CIO had six million members and 
was asking each one to give one dollar for a political educational fund. 
Whitney of the Railroad Brotherhoods also appealed to his men for con- 
tributions. There was no union slush fund; the only slush fund that year, 
past years, and in all election years is that put up by wealthy members of 
the NAM—and more recently by the oil billionaires. 

Nor is Senator Mundt aloof from the new sources of wealth, if the Asso- 
ciated Press is to be believed. “Oil money is no novelty in congressional 
campaigns,” an AP dispatch signed by Douglas Cornell stated some time 
in February, 1956—my clipping is a reprint from Labor dated the 25th. 
“Records show that Senator Karl E. Mundt (Rep., S.D.) received $2,500 
oil money for his reelection campaign in 1954. It came from a son-in-law of 
H. R. Cullen, Texas oil multimillionaire.” Mundt voted for the natural gas 
“gouge” bill, as Labor termed it. It was later revealed that the natural gas 
lobby in Washington spent $1,500,000 to pass this measure, and for this rela- 
tively picayune amount it was enabled to raise prices 15 cents per thousand, 
make a profit of a billion, “gouge” every family $50 a year for life. 

Throughout his career Mundt was the foremost propagandist in Congress 
for the Buchmanite movement. 

When Mundt visited Spain he expressed admiration for the fascist dic- 
tator Franco. Returning home he was one of the minority who voted to do 
business with fascism, Gerald L. K. Smith endorsed Mundt. 


HOW MEMBERS OF CONGRESS ARE BOUGHT 119 


On November 26, 1965, a member of the John Birch Society, Richard R. 
Murphy, announced that in the 1966 election he would try to unseat Mundt 
because the Senator was a “dangerous leftwinger.” 

“This will come as a surprise to most, as it did to Sen. Mundt, whose con- 
servative credentials are generally considered impeccable,” reported the 
Washington Post; but Murphy, “who estimated that Sen. Mundt gets more 
Birch money than he himself does, attacks Sen. Mundt for supporting such 
programs as aid to elementary schools, civil rights, food for peace, the nu- 
clear test ban treaty, and aid to Dakota wheat farmers.” 

Birch money? 


od cog od 


Postscript—1968 

Senator Mundt was one of the many members of Congress who helped to 
destroy In fact by inserting falsehoods in the Congressional Record which 
DeWitt Wallace of Reader's Digest, Fulton Lewis, Jr., Sokolsky, Pegler, and 
others were then able to disseminate without fear of libel suits. Mundt was 
and is the mouthpiece of the NAM members who put up the money to put 
him in office, one of many. 

However, it was with great surprise that I learned recently that Mundt 
is also one of the several persons named in “The Nazi Murder Plot” (which 
Arthur D. Morse published in Look, November 11, 1967). 

One of the truly American pro-Mussolini fascists In fact first exposed is 
Breckenridge Long, who was assistant secretary of state. Writer Morse in 
“The Nazi Murder Plot” accuses the State Department, and notably Brecken- 
ridge Long, of sabotaging a plan by which the Hitler regime offered to sell 
into freedom 70,000 Jews at $8.50 each. 

Long and Mundt, according to Morse, cooperated in an action which, 
Morse writes, is described in a report by three Protestant federal employees 
as “, . . the Acquiescence of this Government in the Murder of the Jews.” 
Long secretly testified against the rescue plan before the House Foreign 
Affairs Committee, and Mundt declared, “it is not good policy for us to 
establish a precedent . . . which singles out groups of people by their re- 
ligion, or by their color or their faith, or their political affiliations .. .” 

These two men, Long the fascist, and Mundt, the NAM-bought Congress- 
man, are shown by Morse to be very much responsible for the death of 
70,000 human beings. 
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POSTSCRIPT: NAM 
AND BIRCH SOCIETY 


The National Association of Manufacturers may or may not admit that it 
writes laws for the United States, such as the Taft-Hartley Act, or that it 
is the most powerful lobby, or one of the three most powerful lobbies in 
Washington, or that its membership includes the largest advertisers in the 
nation and therefore it influences the mass media and helps form public 
opinion; but the NAM always challenges assertions that the NAM buys elec- 
tions, such as that of Senator Karl E. Mundt, or that it subsidizes extreme 
Rightist or native fascist organizations. In this claim it is right. The NAM 
does not engage in such activities—it is the leaders of the NAM who do so. 

Take J. Howard Pew and the Pew family, for example. They figure 
largely in NAM activities, including the South Dakota elections. They sub- 
sidize and donate to numerous organizations, all on the Right, all dedicated 
to reaction and free enterprise. One of them is the Christian Freedom 
Foundation, purely Pew. It sends a tabloid free to 200,000 Protestant min- 
isters and laymen, syndicates a column to 225 daily newspapers and 450 
weeklies, gives radio stations a free program—all attacking social security, 
the United Nations, the labor unions, attacking everything big money does 
not like as Socialism or Marxism and a danger to the world, their world. 

This Christian Freedom Foundation exists almost entirely on Pew money 
—at least $1,000,000 of it. 

Then there is another notable subsidizer and donor, Alfred P. Sloan, who 
when head of General Motors was listed with his company as one of the 
secret twelve billionaire corporations that constituted the Special Confer- 
ence Committee, which set policy, ruled the NAM. 

Harding College, of which George S. Benson is president, is one of the 
great propaganda mills of the country, engaged like scores of others in 
broadcasting the gospel according to Pew—or Welch, or the NAM, or 
Sloan: the gospel of free enterprise as the cure-all and the end-all of social 
and political existence. 
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By 1951 the Sloan Foundation had given Harding College $600,000 for 
the purpose of attacking, in the name of free enterprise, all governmental 
actions and economic actions which actually saved and preserved the Ameri- 
can free enterprise system but which the Right calls Socialism and Com- 
munism. 

The NAM-Pew family (which along with the DuPont family ) has a record 
of two generations of donations to extremist organizations (exposed and 
named in the Lobbying Investigation), and which invested vast sums in 
elections, almost every cent of it on the Republican side, is today the most 
notable of the small group of millionaires or billionaires who provide the 
$14,000,000-a-year fund Right-wingers spend attempting to direct public 
opinion. 

Sloan and the Pews and others have set up tax-free foundations, all of 
which enjoy exemptions because of their claim of public service—similar to 
the Ford or Rockefeller Foundations. What the Pews mean by public service 
is clearly stated in the declaration of purpose filed by the Pew Freedom 
Trust: 

“Socialism, Welfare-state-ism, Marxism, Fascism and any other like forms 
of government intervention are but devices by which government seizes 
ownership or control of the tools of production.” It proposes to “. . . expose 
the insidious influences which have infiltrated many of our channels of pub- 
licity.” 

This is the only Rightist organization I know of which actually includes 
the term “fascism” with the objectives against which it says it is directed. 
Like the American Legion, the half-dozen Un-American Committee chair- 
men, and almost everyone on the Right, they seem to have no understand- 
ing, no definition of fascism, no suspicion that it was defined by its creator 
as illiberal, anti-liberal, reactionary, and to use the present day-term, ex- 
treme Rightist. 

The Foundation for Economic Education, which spends half a million a 
year for political propaganda, is directed by Leonard Read, who wears the 
service stripes of the U.S. Chamber of Commerce and the National Associa- 
tion of Manufacturers, It received $1,200,000 in contributions in four years 
from the big corporations of the NAM, including such inner rulers as 
the Special Conference Committee corporations: General Motors, Chrysler, 
U.S. Gypsum, DuPont, Gulf Oil, Consolidated Edison, Marshall Field, Mont- 
gomery Ward, Pew’s Sunoco, Goodrich, Armour, and U’S. Steel. Pew, one 
of the largest contributors, is also a trustee. 

Another organization apparently founded with the intention of the Birch 
Society to unite reaction in a vast and powerful political weapon calls itself 
Americans for Constitutional Action and unites NAM leaders, the owners 
of the Reader's Digest, and Birchites; it is reaction’s answer to Americans for 
Democratic Action. 

It was announced with fanfare by retired Admiral Ben Morcell, president 
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of Jones & Laughlin, one of the giant steel corporations fined for breaking 
the laws of the United States, price fixing, cheating the government, gouging 
the public; and in the Senate by one of the NAM favorites, Mundt of South 
Dakota, who called the founding of Americans for Constitutional Actior “one 
of the most memorable dates in the political history of the United States.” 

Americans for Constitutional Action has several of the same sponsors, 
some of the same kind of money, as all the Rightist organizations of the 
past fifty years. Again one finds H. W. Prentis, Jr., of Armstrong Cork and 
the NAM; General Bonner Fellers; Howard Buffet (died 1954), ex-Congress- 
man and Birchite. The financial supporters include George W. Armstrong 
of the advisory board of the Birch American Opinion magazine; E. Ains- 
worth Eyre, an endorser of the John Birch Society; the ubiquitous J. How- 
ard Pew; and William J. Grede of the NAM and the Birch Society. 

“Some of the biggest contributors to the ACA,” report Arnold Forster 
and Benjamin R. Epstein, “include Mr. and Mrs. DeWitt Wallace, publishers 
of the Reader's Digest, who gave more than $5,000”; and in addition to 
J. Howard three more members of the Pew family contributed a total of 
$12,000. ... 

It is almost impossible to believe it a coincidence that the founder of the 
John Birch Society, Robert Welch, was for seven years a director of the 
NAM and at one time was vice president, and that three former presidents 
of the NAM have been members of the national council of the Birch Society, 
and that others with NAM affiliations are important fellow travelers of 
Robert Welch. 

Fred Cook (in The Nation) identifies the NAM leaders who joined Welch 
alse 

William J. Grede, president of Grede Foundries, former president of 
the NAM 

Cola G. Parker, ex-president of Kimberly-Clark, former president of the 
NAM 

Ernest G. Swigert, president of Hyster Company, former president of the 
NAM 

“Bankrolled by business, fortified by racism and international tensions, 
the Radical Right revived. Robert Welch formed his John Birch Society 
with the cooperation of potent figures of the National Association of Manu- 
facturers,” Cook wrote in The Nation, adding that these men are “business 
moguls, many unknown to the nation at large, who practically dominate the 
economic life of the country.” 

Although the John Birch Society declares its membership about equally 
divided among the two major parties, it first made its power felt at the 
Republican nominating convention of 1954; and ever since then all efforts 
by the liberal wing of that party to have both Barry Goldwater and the 


GOP itself come out with unequivocal condemnations of Birchism have 
failed. 
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Moderate Republican governors headed by Robert E. Smylie of Idaho 
proposed at the December, 1965, meeting of the GOP coordinating com- 
mittee that a specific condemnation of the society be passed. However, “the 
policy group decided in the interests of party unity to adopt a diplomatic 
resolution... to, . . ‘reject membership in any radical or extremist or- 
ganization . . . which seeks to undermine the basic principles of American 
freedom and constitutional government, ” according to Time (December 
24). The Birch publicity man, former Congressman John H. Rousselot of 
California, announced that the Communists and Ku Klux Klan were thereby 
read out of the Republican Party, not the Birch Society. 


The NAM-Free E nterprise Hoax 


One anti-red thread seems to hold them all together—the NAM, the Birch 
Society, a great part of the leadership of the Republican Party, the Dixie- 
crats, and the numerous propaganda mills masquerading as foundations, 
colleges, and Christian crusades. They do not all believe Dwight D. Eisen- 
hower is one of the leaders of the Communist conspiracy in America; not 
all of them want to impeach Earl Warren, quit the United Nations, repeal 
social security and the income tax laws, and commit other follies which the 
lunatic fringe has urged for the greater part of the century. 

But there is money in all of them and money is dedicated to the return 
of rampant capitalism, to the years of the robbcr barons, and this means 
the repeal of all the regulations and laws which have protected the public 
and which incidentally (although they will not admit it) have made the 
business system fairly successful. 

Free enterprise itself is onc of the greatest hoaxes in history. 

Under free enterprise the eight giant steel companies doing two billion 
dollars of business a year conspired to fix priccs, and were caught by a 
government policing agency. The corporations which were fined $50,000 
each (a mere nothing compared to what they gouged from the public and 
the government) are: U.S. Steel, Bethlehem, National, Jones & Laughlin, 
Armco, Republic, Wheeling, and Great Lakes Steel. 

The eight pleaded nolo contendere in order to escape damage suits under 
the Sherman Act, which could have forced them to pay their client-victims 
triple damages. 

The twenty-nine biggest electrical firms and forty-five of their executives 
were convicted in a $1,750,000,000 price-fixing plot. In September, 1965, Gen- 
eral Electric and Westinghouse, the major firms, were fined $17,000,000. It was 
the biggest swindle since Teapot Dome (another great frec enterprise 
achievement ), according to John G. Fuller (The Gentlemen Conspirators). 
Attorney General Robert F. Kenncdy called it “a major threat to democ- 
racy. 

By August, 1965, the five biggest industries indicted or convicted of 
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ruining true free enterprise by price fixing and other economic crimes were: 
steel, electric machinery, oil, textiles, and fiber manufacturing. 

Free enterprise is opposed to government intervention, control, subsidies. 
But listen to Representative Wright Patman, chairman of the Joint Sénate- 
House Economic Committee, whose report in April, 1965 (which Labor 
headlined, GLORIFY FREE ENTERPRISE BUT LINE UP AT PUBLIC TILL), stated: 


—In the past ten years big business has benefited $13,300,000,000 from Fed- 
eral subsidies. 

—In addition, there have been $35,700,000,000 in agricultural subsidies, a large 
part of which went to corporation farmers, not family farms. 

—Chief industries subsidized: Airlines, shipbuilders, ship operators, atomic 
plants, factories (depreciation), oil (depletions), highway, city airports, local area 
improvements. 


The Senate-House report concludes that if these vast subsidies from the 
government were ended, “the private enterprise system would virtually 
collapse.” 

A former vice president of General Electric, the business consultant 
T. K. Quinn, in an address to the Cooperative League of the United States 
thus summed up the present concentration of corporate wealth and power: 


In forms of organization and control, these giants are essentially collectivistic, 
fascist states, with self-elected and self-perpetuating officers and directors, quite 
like the Russian Politburo in this respect. 

Their control extends directly over production, over tens of thousands of small 
supplying manufacturers and subcontractors, and over hundreds of thousands of 
distributors and dealers. 

Indirectly, the control of these giant corporations influences legislation through 
paid lobbies in state capitals and Washington, and it is seen and felt in the maga- 
zines, newspapers, radio and tclevision stations, all dependent upon these giants 
and their associates for their existence. 


The Congressional Quarterly, an independent research service on devel- 
opments in Congress, issues an annual box score on lobbying activities. 
Here is a sample year: 


Won Lost Per Cent 
National Association of Manufacturers 6 0 1.000 
Committee for Constitutional Government t 1 .875 
U.S. Chamber of Commerce 6 2 .750 
Farm Bureau Federation 5 2) 714 
National Grange 5 2 714 
Federal Council of Churches 2 3 .400 
American Veterans Committee 3 6 .333 
American Federation of Labor 3 7 .300 
Congress of Industrial Organizations 3 7 .300 
Railway Brotherhoods 2 5 .286 
General Federation of Women’s Clubs 1 3 250 
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League of Women Voters ] 4 .200 
American Legion ] 4 .200 
Veterans of F oreign Wars ] 4 .200 
Amvets 1 rs) 167 
National Farmers Union Il ri 125 


There is no surprise in the fact that the richest and most powerful lobby 
in the nation got all the laws it sponsored passed by Congress, or that the 
Committee for Constitutional Government, called “America’s No. 1 fascist 
organization” by Congressman Wright Patman, won seven of eight it spon- 
sored; it is surprising that the Legion, generally considered all-powerful, 
was successful with only one out of five. Perhaps it was an off year. The 
Farm Bureau, which represents big farmers and corporation farms, ranked 
high; the National Farmers Union, which is composed entirely of small 
farmers, was last on the list with only one law passed out of eight it favored. 


co co 


President Truman stated publicly that the National Association of Manu- 
facturers was using the Republican Party as a “tool (for) advancing the 
interests of big business.” (October 1, 1948. ) 

John F. Kennedy “blaming the NAM for the switch in sentiment, [on the 
Kennedy-Ives labor reform bill] said he was ‘opposed to the secret govern- 
ment which infringes upon the public interest—which holds up vital legisla- 
tion needed by the public and by union:members, as a result of secret 
decisions secretly reached’” (New York Times, July 30, 1958. ) 

Ronald Reagan and an official representative of the NAM met secretly 
in a mountain cabin near Lake Tahoe in July, 1966. The California Labor 
Federation exposed this meeting to the press, saying in its statement: 


Here is one of the nation’s most reactionary big business organizations, which 
has for years backed right-to-work laws . . . and battled in other ways to stifle the 
rights of labor, plotting with Reagan for an extremist take-over in California this 
year, and an extremist drive for the Presidency two years hence. 


Reagan's spokesman, Lyn Nafziger, denied the meeting was secret; “there 
was no talk of coast-to-coast financing.” The NAM issued a statement saying 
it was non-partisan. (New York Times, August 5, 1966. ) 

George Romney addressed the 1966 annual convention of the NAM, 
Columnists Evans and Novak reported the enthusiasm of the membership 
for Romney. (N.Y. Herald Tribune, Paris edition, December 14, 1966. ) 


The reactionaries are in possession of force, in not only the army and 


police, but in the press and schools. 
—John Dewey 


Fourteen st 


CORRUPTION OF 
THE PRESS: diet Weuaeis 


Venality, corruption, crookedness, are happily almost 
non-existent in the American press. The people should 
come to know that.-W. W. Waymack, editor, Des 
Moines Register & Tribune 


If I had not come across a paragraph in Labor, I would not have known 
that on numerous occasions in recent years Senator Lee Metcalf of Montana 
has been exposing the corruption of the press—naming not only newspapers, 
but great popular magazines, the public utilities, the American Medical As- 
sociation, and other special interests, and their links with extreme rightists, 
including the John Birch Society and the Committee for Constitutional Gov- 
ernment, which has been exposed a dozen times in this generation, but still 
flourishes. 

There are some thirty copies of the Congressional Record on my desk, sent 
me by Senator Metcalf, and every one of them contains news, important 
news—or else my sense of news is now gone, or the definition of news has 
changed. I do not remember finding any reference to these numerous ex- 
posés in the score of publications I read, and in my weekly research at 
Dartmouth library. 

The situation in 1967 was about the same as it was in 1910 when Will 
Irwin, one of the first great muckrakers, wrote in Collier’s on the vast and 
general corruption of America’s daily newspapers, and in the 1930’s when 
Ernest Gruening (now Senator) wrote The Public Pays, again exposing 
corruption by the utilities industry—another proof that, when it comes to 
press corruption, things haven’t changed much, and that history, while 
never repeating itself, plays variations on the same theme. 

If you read the entire series of thirty speeches in the Senate, most of 
them followed by complete documentation in the appendix of the Congres- 
sional Record, there emerges this picture of the present situation, which 
differs very little from that of any year of the twentieth century: 
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The largest industry in America—light and power—employs a system 
of indoctrination and brainwashing which has been equaled only by Com- 
munist and fascist dictators. 

The press corrupts itself. It is legitimate for the press associations em- 
ployed by the Investor Owned Utilities (IOU’s) to send out editorials to 
11,000 daily and weekly newspapers. It is utter corruption when thousands 
of them publish these editorials as their own. 

All the efforts at corruption come from the Right, not the Left. The 
American Medical Association, the National Association of Manufacturers, 
the American Bankers Association, the National Right-to-Work Committee 
are joined with the John Birch Society, Manion Forum, Harding College, 
and a score of “patriotic” foundations in directing the thinking of America 
toward reaction rather than liberalism. 

In addition to bringing pressure on newspapers and magazines, frequently 
through advertising contracts, the forces of the Right infiltrate the public 
schools; they change textbooks; they provide speakers for every organiza- 
tion that wants one; they try to take over the Parent-Teachers Associations; 
they propagandize in church groups, Legion posts, even women’s sewing 
circles. 

“The methods may be smoother in 1963 than in 1920,” Metcalf told the 
Senate when he began his campaign, “but the guiding hand is still the same 
one that bought distinguished college professors to make academic studies, 
wrote magazine articles for the signature of clubwomen, pressured authors 
to rewrite school textbooks, paid traveling expenses for editors and supplied 
them with ready-made editorials, and even proposed that clergymen could 
be of great use in propagandizing the utilities ‘if we can interest them in 
our business.’ ” 

Among Senator Metcalf’s exposés which interested me most was one of the 
popular magazines, and especially of Reader's Digest, which I had first 
exposed in 1942, On March 14, 1964, Senator Metcalf told the upper house 
that things had not changed, that the magazines still get huge sums from 
the public utilities for advertising and that they still write articles favoring 
the public utilities. In my exposé of Reader's Digest from 1942 to 1950, and 
in later years in the Gazette & Daily of York, Pennsylvania, and in Lyle 
Stuart’s monthly, The Independent, 1 had published the evidence that this 
magazine published not only public utility propaganda, but that it had been 
found to contain falsehoods, and that DeWitt Wallace, editor and owner, 
had refused to publish corrections after errors were pointed out by govern- 
ment agencies and members of Congress. 

Senator Metcalf began his exposé by quoting this admission by Bernard 
Mullaney, publicity man for Samuel Insull’s once great public utility em- 
pire: “We are trying to promulgate the idea rapidly among the newspapers 
that public utilities offer a very fertile field for developing regular, prompt 
paying customers of their advertising columns. When that idea penetrates 
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the United States, unless human nature has changed, we will have less 
troubles with the newspapers than in the past.” 

Human nature in the advertising business has not changed. This adver- 
tising philosophy, Metcalf continued, has been continued and extended to 
other media by the investor owned utilities. 


During 1962 about one-third of the electric companies spent more than 75 cents 
per customer, exclusive of production costs, on advertisements in newspapers, 
radio, television, and outdoors. Additional millions went to magazines through 
ECAP-clectric companies advertising program. Some ECAP ads—termed “particu- 
larly ugly” by the late President Kennedy—featured large pictures of the Berlin 
wall, communist guards, and barbed wire, and attacks in the written copy on the 
United States Government, local governments, the rural electric cooperatives. 

Magazines in which ECAP ads appeared during 1963—and the one-page, one- 
time cost on each publication—include many others: 


Reader’s Digest $49,800 
Saturday Evening Post 29,680 
Time 16,135 
U.S. News & World Report 7,450 


The ECAP series of ads results from a series of test ads in Time and Saturday 
Evening Post after World War IJ, which showed that emotional ads had higher 
readership than factual presentations, that ads dealing with Socialism had larger 
readership than those which did not. The conclusion reached by the companies was 
that linking their fight with Socialism would put them on favorable ground. 

And so the campaign, which continues to this day, to link critics, competitors, 
and regulators of Investor Owned Utilitics with Socialism and worse—was 
begun. [The Saturday Evening Post, one of the largest recipients of utilities 
money, credited the utilities with changing public opinion. Time-Life executive 
Andrew Heiskell urged the Edison Electric Institute, the trade association of 
the utilities, to spend more on advertising. ] 

The Reader’s Digest vice-president, Albert L. Cole, told EEI “we are very 
much on your side—as we have shown repeatedly by articles published in Reader’s 
Digest. 32. 

These publications which have received large sums in utility advertising have 
also carried in recent months articles which violate journalistic standards of fair- 
ness and accuracy and which violently endorse the Investor Owned Utilities’ posi- 
tion on resource development. 

Reader's Digest and the IOUs for years have flooded the mails with reprints 
of sensational and untrue Digest articles which attack the Federal Government, 
rural electric cooperatives and the Rural Electrification Administration. 

Now U.S. News & World Report has lined up with its “pork barrel” article 
entitled “Where Money from Washington Is Being Turned Down” which appeared 
in the March 16, 1963, issue. 


Among the “news” agencies which supply the propaganda material and 
canned editorials which thousands of newspapers throughout the country 
pass on to their readers without disclosing the fact they are prepared by 
the National Association of Manufacturers or the light and power corpora- 
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tions, or others influencing the thinking, and most frequently perverting the 
thinking, of many millions, is Industrial News Review. It is directed by 
Lawrence Hofer of Portland, Oregon. In the great National Electric Light 
Association investigation—one of the greatest scandals in the history of 
American free enterprise—it was the same firm, known as E. Hofer & Sons, 
which supplied the industrial “news.” 

At that time, for example, NELA boasted that it had corrupted 699 of 
700 newspapers in Missouri. This was more than 99 per cent of the grass- 
roots press. From the present disclosures by Senator Metcalf it is apparent 
that the number is not so high. If anyone wants to boast that the per- 
centage of corruption is lower he would be telling the truth. But there is 
still corruption. 

In his April 5, 1965, exposé Senator Metcalf named, in addition to the 
Investor Owned Utilities as financial backers of the agencies whose slanted 
and perverted viewpoints are used by newspapers, the American Medical 
Association, National Association of Manufacturers, and others. “The public 
has a right to know,” he said, “which industries and which companies are 
paying for the editorials.” Senator Pat McNamara of Michigan had just con- 
cluded an analysis of editorials presented to members of Congress by the 
American Medical Association, and Senator Gruening had shown that some 
of the editorials came from a single source, the Industrial News Review of 
Portland. 

This organization, Senator Metcalf continued, “has been prepackaging 
public opinion since 1906. It sends packets of 12 or 13 editorials free of 
charge, to some 11,000 editors.” In Colorado a survey, published in Nieman 
Reports of Harvard University, “revealed that about one-third of the edi- 
tors used the prepackaged INR editorials. Some used as many as 100 or 200 
of the editorials a year... .” 


I have now verified that at least 44 of the 221 editorials in the AMA booklet 
came from INR, whose Lawrence Hofer has admitted that his organization re- 
ceives a fee from the AMA.... 

The word-for-word reprints were used by weekly and daily newspapers serving 
such widely scattered areas as Dickinson, North Dakota; Baltimore, Maryland; 
Rock Island, Ilinois; Mesa, Arizona; and Miami Beach. Most of those listed are 
dailies. ... 

Washington Exclusive is the product of U.S. Press Association of MacLean, Va., 
which ‘for $175 will send your message to 1199 weeklies and 150 daily news- 
papers.’ U.S. Press Association has listed such clients as American Bankers Asso- 
ciation, National Association of Manufacturers, National Right-to-Work Com- 
mittee.... 


A propaganda film, The Power Within, in color, denounces government 
“encroachment” on free enterprise—the IOUs have it shown throughout the 
United States without disclosure of its source. Public Service, a magazine 
found frequently in doctors’ and dentists’ offices, does not disclose that it is 
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a utilities propaganda medium. “The college student who suddenly finds 
that he is on the mailing list for The Freeman magazine isnt told that the 
Investor Owned Utilities have long been among its regular financial sup- 
porters. Oy 

“Neither high school nor elementary students nor their parents know that 
distribution of ‘economic education’ kits and films which saturate some 
areas of the country involve the manpower and money of morc than 50 
power companies.” 

“Half-truths and distortions” abound in all this propaganda, and in one 
instance a film culminates “in an emotional scene, with the cameras on a 
statue of Abraham Lincoln, as a voice intones Lincoln quotations which 
were long ago branded as fictitious... . And in the IOUs semantics used 
by INR, ‘municipal,’ ‘cooperative, ‘TVA,’ and ‘Federal’ are all synonymous 
with ‘socialistic.’ ” 

In the Colorado investigation by Denny Lowery, which Senator Metealf 
placed in the Congressional Record, it is stated that 179 papers in that state 
use the Hofer materials, and many editors and owners defend their un- 
ethical method by admitting they do so because they are of the same politi- 
cal-economic viewpoint. 

Thus, Lyle Lindsmith of the Englewood Press, one of 70 who replied to 
a questionnaire, wrote: “We are glad to know there are those who care 
about the free enterprise capitalistic system. We need more of its kind.” 

V. E. Ringle, Aspen Times, wrote: “The INR is good. While it is pointed 
toward business it gives lots of facts about problems most people never 
know.” 

James Dement, Antonito Ledger-News: “Another 20 years of Roosevelt 
and Truman and we might as well join with the Reds and scrap our Con- 
stitution and Declaration of Independence. I like INR’s treatment of the 
socialistic trend and the warning of approaching communism if we don’t 
get back to a sound philosophy of government.” 

Buena Vista Republican said that INR was “good with relation to dom- 
ineering selfish labor activities,” 

The Hofer service is honest in its statement which accompanies its re- 
leases: It admits it “is supported financially by industry, business and pro- 
fessions, the public utilities, retailers, railroads, manufacturers, food proces- 
sors, financial institutions and others who believe that community prosperity 
and growth, sound government and reasonable taxation, must accompany 
individual and corporation prosperity.” 

Senator Metcalf also inserted in the Record an article by Ben Bagdikian 
(Harper's, December, 1964) which names among the leading organizations 
whose propaganda is accepted and published by the American press the 
National Association of Manufacturers, the U.S. Press Association, and 
Selvage & Lee; also a dozen smaller propaganda outfits, as well as the 
AFL-CIlO—whose aims are not camouflaged and whose items carry the name 
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of the source. I note that in 1964 the daily newspapers which used the NAM 
services still numbered six hundred, but since the total number of dailies 
has dropped the percentage is now above the 33-1/3% which I exposed as 
NAM mouth organs many years ago. 

Again I find mention of the American Press Association and its magazine, 
The American Press, spokesman for the nation’s 10,000 weekly newspapers. 
In one of my exposés in In fact I noted that whereas it was legitimate for 
the NAM and the public utilities and others to send out propaganda (and 
even distorted and false items) to the grass roots press, the papers which use 
the material without noting the source are corrupt. I reported a grass roots 
revolt, not against fooling the public with the canned editorials, but against 
failure to be paid for this dirty work. For example, the former president of 
the Mississippi Press Association, J. B. Snyder, wrote to the NAM during 
one of its great free enterprise campaigns: 

“Without any hope of financial remuneration we have printed dozens of 
cartoons from your press service because we thought it represented what 
we believe best for American industrial and individual enterprise and pri- 
vate ownership. We doubt if any large paper ever printed any of this ma- 
terial. When you start an advertising campaign you spend your money in 
papers which refuse to print your material except for money and ignore 
those who have voluntarily supported your policies.” 

The Hoosier Press Association in its organ, The Indiana Publisher, cau- 
tioned its members against “forming the habit” of using unpaid advertising. 

According to the American Press Association these were typical complaints 
from the grass roots. As a result, it was happy to say, it had convinced the 
leaders of the NAM, to whom it had complained, to recognize “the country 
newspapers of America as a vital medium for its institutional advertising.” 

The NAM agreed to pay for four full-page advertisements in an additional 
1,950 weeklies, bringing the total to 2,100. At about this time the Industrial 
Press Service of the NAM announced that 5,000 newspapers, most of them 
small-town dailies and weeklies, were using its material, adding proudly, 
“These papers reach a potential readership of 69,000,000 persons in areas 
which elect 63 percent of the members of the House and 72 percent of the 
membership of the Senate.” In almost all instances the canned editorials 
which accompanied the advertising did not disclose it was NAM propaganda. 

And now Bagdikian notes: 

“In 1962 The American Press, a trade magazine for small dailies and 
weeklies, polled a cross section of such papers and found that 84% opposed 
any government-sponsored medical or hospital aid to the aged, were strongly 
opposed to federal aid to education, and were generally found in the right 
wing Republican camp. The vast body of opinion picked up word-for-word 
by small papers is either strictly commercial or ultra-conservative.” 

In other words, this grass roots press, this true voice of the American 
people about which so many romantic tales have been told, is owned by 
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men and published by editors who either are willing to corrupt themselves 
with canned propaganda editorials (provided money for advertising comes 
with it), or do not have to be corrupted at all by the propaganda of the 
NAM, the AMA, the public utilities, the John Birch Society, or the paid 
agents of Trujillo, Batista, and other reactionary dictators; they are already 
in the same camp. They are not the fairminded, openminded, bucolic 
knights in shining armor—they are, in cases where they are not paid, the 
volunteers of reaction and the status quo. 

(The situation of the grass roots press reminds me of the greatest disillu- 
sionment I had as a boy reporter: In covering the police courts in 1909 one 
of the first things I learned to my amazement and horror was that many of 
the young ladies from the bordellos who were brought in almost every night 
preferred the life there to any other work. ) 

The U.S. Press Association serves many groups other propaganda agencies 
serve: American Bankers Association, American Cotton Manufacturers In- 
stitute, American Legion, American Petroleum Institute, Bookmailer, Bour- 
bon Institute, National Association of Manufacturers, and National Right- 
to-Work Committee. 

Bagdikian found, analyzing its clipsheets, that they favored the steel in- 
dustry—among its clients were U.S. Steel Corporation and the American 
Iron and Steel Institute, the former employer of George Sokolsky. 

They favored Barry Goldwater and Brigadier General Bonner Fellers; 
attacked Governor William W. Scranton of Pennsylvania (before the 1964 
convention). 

They also praised Trujillo, and called his Dominican Republic “a bulwark 
of strength against Communism .. . one of the cleanest, healthiest, happiest 
countries on the globe.” The Trujillo clique were modern fascists; they rob- 
bed the country of an estimated $800,000,000, which they shipped abroad. 
Senator J. William Fulbright’s investigation showed the Trujillo articles 
were written and paid for by Trujillo. 

Bagdikian, the Nieman Fellows’ Report, Senator Metcalf, and all others 
who have ever investigated propaganda and press corruption agree on this 
fact: that everyone involved—if one excepts only the AFL-CIO, which really 
makes no attempt to propagandize the mass media but answers attacks or 
issues factual announcements—can be classified under the headings right- 
wing to extreme rightist to reactionaries, to labor-baiters, to native fascists. 
“No one can look at the common run of small papers—and at the collective 
rightwing opinion which they mechanically reproduce—without being ap- 
palled,” concludes Bagdikian. 

The statement in Labor which got me interested in the present-day situa- 
tion was this by Senator Lee Metcalf: “I found some 207 instances of power 
company contributions to such John Birch Society bedfellows as the Manion 
Forum, Harding College’s National Education Program, America’s Future, 
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American Economic Foundation, Foundation for Economic Education, Com- 
mittee for Constitutional Government, and the Dan Smoot Report.” 

In a nation with a free press, it would seem to me, an effort would have 
been made to list the names of the power companies in every state contribut- 
ing to Birch Society bedfellows. For his own state, Metcalf did so. Among 
the items he sent mc is a complete exposé of the Montana Power Company. 

It is one of the many firms which keep Harding College, the largest mill 
of “free enterprise” propaganda, going. Its president, Dr. George S. Benson, 
syndicates a column to many newspapers, which naturally do not tell their 
readers who and what the college and its mouth organ are. It was Benson 
who wrote that “any American who loves freedom and is willing to work, 
work, work to protect it, can find intelligent direction and companionship in 
a John Birch Society group.” 

Another Montana Power contribution was made to America’s Future, the 
editor of whose weekly publication, Rosalie Gordon, wrote a book, Nine 
Men Against America, attacking the Supreme Court, 100,000 copies of which 
were sold by the John Birch Society. 

The most notorious recipient of power company money is the old Com- 
mittee for Constitutional Government, which was founded by Frank Gan- 
nett, one of the press lords of his time. A co-founder and director was Ed- 
ward Rumely, who was imprisoned for being a German agent in World War 
I—Rumely had secretly bought the New York Mail and made it a German 
propaganda organ, which was an act pretty close to treason. Moreover, in 
a whole series of disclosures in the House of Representatives—all of which 
I published because the American press, which never misses an anti-red item, 
usually suppresses an anti-fascist item—Congressman Wright Patman named 
the Committee for Constitutional Government as “America’s first fascist 
organization,” and its syndicated writer, the former Congressman Sam Pet- 
tengill, as “America’s first fascist columnist.” 

Many an organization has been destroyed by one short reference to it as 
“red” by the House Un-American Activities Committee, but the Committee 
for Constitutional Government proves that one can survive and prosper 
for thirty years on corporation money even if it is directed by an ex-convict 
who betrayed his country’s interest, and has been linked to fascism. 

The Manion Forum is the recipient of public utility and other corpora- 
tion funds. How does it repay its subsidizers? Senator Metcalf shows that 
in its radio broadcasts heard throughout the land, and in the newsletter 
Clarence Manion prints, Manion “who also serves on the national council 
of the John Birch Society,” has this to say: 

“The privately-owned tax paying electric power business is the bull's eye 
on the big target of private property and private enterprise that Karl Marx 
said must be destroyed by the forces of Socialism and Communism.” The 
Tennessee Valley Authority, Bonneville Power Administration, various 
federal projects, and the electric cooperatives are the Manion targets. 
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The Freeman was once a leading liberal magazine. Today it is owned by 
the so-called Foundation for Economic Education, which is nothing but a 
propaganda organ for the privately owned utilities. This magazine is sent 
free to every college student in the United States who requests it, and all 
its readers are urged to send in names of students, who are then put on the 
free list. The Foundation also sells a book, The United Nations: Road to 
War, and editorially it attacks the graduated income tax and the rural co- 
operatives. 

Senator Metcalf names many more publications, writers, tax-free founda- 
tions, and public utilities which “donate with regularity to those organiza- 
tions which work closely with the John Birch Society, advocate abolition 
of the income tax and the United Nations, fight civil rights legislation and 
the rural electrification program.” 

And what is behind this tremendous effort which corrupts the press and 
the minds of many persons and makes a biased public opinion? Nothing 
more or less than billions of dollars profit. The IOUs (Investor Owned Utili- 
ties) charge the American people high prices for power and light. A study 
of eighty utilities showed that the greatest overchargers were the Texas and 
Montana utilities. The Rural Electric Cooperatives, the TVA, Bonneville— 
all federal projects—give the public a fair deal. Therefore, they must be 
destroyed—and labeling them socialistic and communistic is one way of 
destroying them. The industry is the largest in America. And it costs only 
seventy-five cents per American to brainwash him and indoctrinate him— 
thanks to the ease with which the grass roots press—and six hundred daily 
newspapers—accept and publish the propaganda of one of the leading 
enemies of the general welfare of the general public. 
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When President Lyndon B. Johnson in 1965 signed the Medicare bill, which 
President Harry Truman had proposed two decades earlier, he not only de- 
feated the main policy plan of the ruling family of the American Medical 
Association, but also its allies, the National Association of Manufacturers, 
the patent medicine lobby, and most important of all, the generality of the 
American press. 

But I cannot agree with Labor which in its report of April 17, 1965, said 
the AMA had blocked Medicare by “spending an estimated $50,000,000 on 
advertising, propaganda and lobbying in the past seven or eight years.” I 
do not believe that $50,000,000 could buy the support of the American press. 

It is true that for exactly $1,100,000 the AMA could—and did from time 
to time—buy a 70-inch (5-column by 14 inches) advertisement denouncing 
the administration and “socialized medicine” in every newspaper in the 
United States, the dailies and the weeklies, the entire 11,000 of them. But the 
famous lines Humbert Wolfe wrote apply rather to newspapers than to 
writers: 


You cannot hope to bribe or twist 
Thank God! the British journalist. 

But, seeing what the man will do 
Unbribed, there’s no occasion to. 


There are a few bribed Sokolskys in the modern history of American 
journalism, but seeing what the newspaper owners, editors, and publishers 
will do unbribed, you have your answer. The interests of the advertisers and 
the publishers, the Big Business interests, and the newspaper owners of 
America are the same, as William Allen White often stated, and the interests 
of the American press and those of the American Medical Association are 
the same; and for this reason—advertising money or not—the press sup- 
ported the doctors in their twenty-year campaign against Medicare and 
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their fifty-year campaign against the health and welfare of the general 


public. 
When Dr. Elmer Lee Henderson of Louisville was president of the AMA 
he declared his debt to the newspapers: a 


“If it were not for the leadership of the American press in defending our 
fundamental liberties, American medicine, even now, might be socialized— 
and under the heel of political dictation. 

“The newspapers of America, with few exceptions, have taken a strong 
stand, not only against socialized medicine, but against all forms of state 
socialism in this country...” 

With each 70-inch advertisement sent each of the 11,000 newspapers, the 
AMA writes letters to the editors urging them to join in this opportunity 
“to sharpen public awareness of the threatening trend towards State Social- 
ism in this country.” No canned editorials are sent, the AMA having learned 
a lesson from the exposés revealing that the U.S. Steel Corporation had hun- 
dreds of identical editorials printed in the papers which took its strike- 
breaking advertisements. The AMA asks each editor to write his own 
editorials along the lines it suggests, and thousands do so. 

The doctors in every city, town, and village of the nation are asked by 
the AMA to join in the campaign, to pressure their local editors, to hand 
out booklets and leaflets to their patients, the AMA supplying all the red- 
baiting material against public health free of charge. 

The advertising agencies large and small are approached by the AMA’s 
friends, the ethical drug and patent medicine makers, to exert pressure on 
the press; the dental profession and its associations are asked to join in the 
campaign; so also are the insurance companies, which are told that “social- 
ized” medicine means their ruin. 

Each of the 11,000 editors who joins the campaign is sent, along with the 
advertisement, twenty mats of what is known in the trade as “tie-ins.” Each 
becomes an additional advertisement sponsored by a local group, notably 
the town chamber of commerce, or the druggists, or the medical or dental 
association. There is also a large matrix with the heading “Freedom Roll 
Call” which the editor can publish after his solicitors have gotten enough 
local citizens to pay to have their name included. Thus throughout the 
United States a “grass roots swell” against “socialized” medicine was created 
every so many months throughout the years, and every general welfare 
piece of legislation pending in Congress attacked by this union of reaction- 
ary forces. 

The 11,000 editors and publishers were not bought out by the $50,000,000 
fund. Their interests coincided with those of the House of Delegates which 
directs the AMA—I have never in my life known a doctor who favored the 
AMA campaigns—and the NAM and their hired voices and agents in the 
press, radio, and TV. That liberal, progressive, and democratic legislation, 
including social security and Medicare, is ever pushed through Congress in 
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the face of this alliance of most of the enemies of the general welfare is one 
of the major miracles of American politics. 

Throughout the twentieth century the objective of the American Medical 
Association’s ruling minority has been the ill health of the American people. 
Its ten major activities (according to Representative Andrew Biemiller of 
Wisconsin, who made a detailed study of the situation before delivering his 
blast in the House ) have been: 


1. Opposition a generation ago to laws requiring tuberculosis be reported to 
a public authority—the foundation of all tuberculosis control methods. 

2. Opposition to inoculation against smallpox, diphtheria immunization, and 
other preventive measures against contagious diseases by public health agencies, 
on the ground it would hurt the economic interests of private physicians. 

3. Opposed workmen’s compensation, calling it “Socialism.” 

4. AMA’s ruling body unanimously opposed the National Tuberculosis Con- 
trol Act which Congress passed unanimously. 

5. Opposed the first bills to grant Federal aid to the States to reduce infant 
and maternal mortality. When the Sheppard-Tower Maternity Welfare bill was 
passed the AMA House of Delegates labeled it “Federal bureaucratic interference 
with the sacred rights of the American home.” Again, on another occasion the 
House of Delegates referred to the measure as “tending to promote Communism.” 

6. The AMA called Social Security “Communism” in 1939 and Dr. Morris 
Fishbein for the board of trustees condemned old-age and unemployment insur- 
ance as a “definite step toward either Communism or totalitarianism.” The AMA 
board said social security would “be the first step in the breakdown of American 
democracy, a beginning invasion by the State into the personal life of the 
individual.” 

7. Organized medicine opposed the creation of venereal disease clinics—an 
economic threat to doctors. 

8. Opposed the creation of free diagnostic centers for tuberculosis and cancer 
—as socialized medicine. 

9. The AMA fought the American Red Cross plan of 1947 for nationwide 
reserve civilian blood banks. It castigated the Red Cross for “pushing socialized 
medicine.” 

10. Organized medicine has been hostile in varying degrees to the develop- 
ment of medical research and knowledge by the great foundations such as the 
Rockefeller Foundation, Rosenwald Fund, Commonwealth Fund, ete., terming 
these great efforts which have resulted in tremendous health gains for the nation 
“lay interference” and “intrusion.” 


“It is a record,” concluded Representative Biemiller, “untainted by a posi- 
tive act or a progressive idea, a 99 and 44/100 percent pure record of ne- 
gation, of opposition, of obstruction on every legislative measure proposed 
to advance the nation’s health, safety and security. 

“When the record is added to the steadfastly reactionary attitudes and 
action of the AMA over the past 25 years, it is ample evidence that the AMA 
now stands with the National Association of Manufacturers and the most 
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reactionary forces in American life—not on matters affecting medicine and 
health alone, but on the whole social-political front.” 

The Biemiller exposé was made under five headings: The AMA blocked 
aid to medical schools; it killed the permanent disability insurance bill; it 
fought social security from beginning to end; it blocked the school health 
bill, and it blocked soldiers’ dependents benefits. 

For me the most surprising paragraphs were those relating to the National 
Association of Manufacturers, as this organization next to religious sects 
and the American Legion is the most sacred cow of the American press— 
the NAM being a sacred cow which gives much milk in the form of ad- 
vertising, which nourishes most newspapers. 

“The AMA,” continued the congressman, “through the combination of 
circumstances, has become as selfish, as avaricious, as politically dangerous 
as the National Association of Manufacturers. 

“Those of us who serve in Congress have long recognized the NAM for 
what it is. We have refused to bow to its demands, to truckle to its point of 
view. ... We have known that there can be no compromise with the NAM 
troglodyte, that it would always oppose any honest liberal, no matter how 
limited his liberal views. Let us recognize that the same is now true of the 
AMA.” 

The conclusion of Congressman Biemiller’s exposé dealt with the AMA 
links to other organizations, of which these are the most interesting: 

1. It formed a front group called National Physicians Committee, to en- 
gage in propaganda and protect AMA’s tax exemption. In seven years it 
spent $1,000,000, distributed more than 25,000,000 pamphlets, published 
thousands of newspaper and magazine advertisements calling health in- 
surance “Socialism.” 

2. Employed Raymond Rich Associates as its public relations representa- 
tive. After seventeen months of trying to get the AMA to observe the truth, 
this being an ethical firm, it resigned the account. It accused the AMA of 
failing “to seek the truth on the economic and social aspects of medicine, to 
put the public first, and to become adequate to its responsibilities.” 

3. The AMA paid $3,000 to the so-called “Reverend” Dan Gilbert, whose 
writings had frequently appeared in the lunatic-fringe native-fascist publica- 
tions, for his letter to all Protestant clergymen, addressed to “Dear Christian 
American” and calling health insurance “this monster of anti-Christ.” 

4. Hired Whitaker & Baxter to conduct a $100,000-a-year propaganda 
campaign. 

5. Entered into an alliance with the Committee for Constitutional Govern- 
ment whose director, Edward Rumely, had been a German agent and had 
been sentenced to prison for it, and whose CCG had been exposed in the 
House of Representatives as “America’s No. 1 fascist organization.” 

Mr. Biemiller also mentioned the attempt by the AMA to bribe the car- 
toonists of the American press. 
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The brazenness of the offer was its undoing. The National Physicians 
Committee had placed a full-page advertisement in Editor ¢ Publisher 
offering $3,000 in prizes for cartoons ridiculing public health legislation. 
To avoid any misunderstanding the NPC published a sample of what it 
wanted, a cartoon by Jay N. (“Ding”) Darling of the New York Herald 
Tribune, one of the most unfair and biased cartoonists ever to use a pen: It 
was Ding who smeared the Murray-Wagner-Dingell bill as socialized medi- 
cine. “Your understanding of purpose is sought and cooperation is wel- 
comed in the belief that joint efforts may result in the attainment of these 
objectives,” concluded the National Physicians Committee advertisements. 

Editor & Publisher, to its credit, immediately attacked the bribe offer, 
even urging the American Society of Newspaper Editors to take a firm 
stand against the contest. Schools of journalism, columnists, editors, and 
CBS Views the Press all did so. 

But although these critics opposed bribery, almost none commented on 
the false and misleading allegations by the NPC in this offer; none mentioned 
the fact that the major part of the big press and almost all the grass roots 
press were in accord with the AMA and its propaganda line; they were all 
united in opposing public health and social welfare legislation. 

My associate, Victor Weingarten, made a study of the National Physicians 
Committee's activity and found that without bribery—unless the multi-mil- 
lion-dollar AMA advertising expenditure may be considered so—80 per cent 
of the nation’s weeklies, 9,600 of them with 32,000,000 subscribers and two 
or three times as many readers, were printing alongside the AMA advertis- 
ing AMA propaganda free of charge. 

Moreover, there were so many biased “news” stories, so many biased edi- 
torials, so many biased cartoons denouncing and attacking the administra- 
tion plan for better health, that the AMA had enough to reprint broadsides 
and pamphlets, which it did, quoting from among the thousands of news- 
papers these important ones: New York Times, New York Herald Tribune, 
Philadelphia Inquirer, Chicago Daily News, St. Louis Globe-Democrat, 
Kansas City Star, Toledo Blade, Dallas Times, New York American, New 
York Journal and the other fourteen Hearst dailies, New York World-Tele- 
gram, Pittsburgh Press and the rest of the nineteen Scripps-Howard chain, 
all twenty Gannett newspapers, Patterson’s New York Daily News, Colonel 
McCormick’s Chicago Tribune, and the Washington Times-Herald. 

Columnists whose views fitted in with the anti-public-health legislation 
policy of the AMA, also reprinted, included: 

Dorothy Thompson, Paul Mallon (150 papers), Benjamin de Casseres 
(100 papers), Raymond Moley (an editor of Newsweek; a lapsed liberal), 
and Samuel Pettengill, former congressman, and favorite of the so-called 
“nationalist” or “native-fascist” magazine press. ; 

Among the big circulation magazines whose attacks on social security and 
Medicare legislation were reprinted by the AMA were: Reader’s Digest, 
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Saturday Evening Post, and Nation’s Business (the official organ of the U.S. 
Chamber of Commerce). 

The National Physicians Committee had found by experience that it was 
not necessary to bribe most of the mass media because they shared the*same 
point of view. But at times small country weekly newspapers would get tired 
of helping the AMA for nothing and would ask that they be bribed. For 
example: In California the Medical Association had been spending $100,000 
a year to keep the country press in line. John Hunton, secretary of this AMA 
affiliate, was quoted saying: 

“We have 700 newspapers, a great many of them small weeklies. Never 
before have we been able to get support from the newspapers because the an- 
swer constantly comes back: “Why should we give the doctors any support 
when they don’t advertise and chiropractors do?’ 

“When we started our campaign we went to the California Newspaper 
Publishers Association and said: ‘Gentlemen, we are going to spend a lot of 
money with the newspapers. We are going to advertise in every one of the 
700 newspapers in California.’ 

“Each of the 700 papers in the state is receiving a minimum of 100 
column inches of advertising in a period of 12 months. We have found the 
response of editors, in publicity, has been beyond anything we expected 
when we started the campaign.” 

This is an admission that the weekly press of an entire state can be 
bribed, bought, corrupted, prostituted—today as in the days of The 
Brass Check. 

Bribed or unbribed, the press in general was on the side of the AMA 
and therefore did not publish any unfavorable news about that organization, 
such as the exposés in the House and Senate. 

The Senate took up the matter of collaboration between the drug manu- 
facturers and the National Physicians Committee: To a fund of $743,417 
raised by the latter for nine months’ propaganda work, the drug houses con- 
tributed $122,000. The ethical drug manufacturers included Eli Lilly, Parke 
Davis, Upjohn, Squibb, and Johnson & Johnson. 

However, among the big contributors were the patent medicine men, 
many of whose products have been the subjects of fraud orders, false ad- 
vertising stipulations, and other actions of the Federal Trade Commission. 

Among the contributors was Miles Laboratories, one of the biggest ad- 
vertisers of products no honest doctor would ever touch. Miles spent 
$5,902,598 in one year for press and radio ads for numerous products three 
of which were accused of violating the law. Federal Trade Commission com- 
plaint No. 4993 charged that the advertising of Dr. Miles Nervine Tablets, 
Dr. Miles Liquid Nervine, and Dr. Miles Anti-Pain Pills was “false, mislead- 
ing and deceptive.” In the case of the two Nervine preparations, overdoses 
“may cause skin eruptions and mental derangement.” In the case of the 
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Anti-Pain Pills the FTC charged overuse “may cause blood disturbances and 
collapse.” 

Second largest drug advertiser in America and contributor to the NPC 
fund was Bristol-Myers, which spent $5,669,405 for advertising in one year. 
In the case of two well-known products, the FTC charged this advertising 
with being “false, misleading and deceptive.” By an agreement between 
Bristol-Myers and the government, Sal Hepatica may no longer be repre- 
sented as an “effective treatment of colds” or as a “cure for or effective 
treatment for indigestion.” 

In another case (Docket No. 5302) Bristol-Myers was accused by the 
FTC of publishing false and misleading advertising for Ipana toothpaste. 
Debunking the claim that “twice as many dentists personally use Ipana as 
any other dentifrice” the FTC said the reason for that was simple: “For 
years Bristol-Myers has distributed Tpana lavishly and gratuitously among 
members of the dental profession.” (To my knowledge this case was never 
mentioned in the press or over the radio. ) 

The Rexall Drug Co., which gave $7,500 to the NPC-AMA fund, was also 
on the FTC list, this time charged (Complaint No. 5465 ) with fooling the 
public with fraudulent “factory-to-you” and “one-cent” sales. The govern- 
ment charged Rexall, as well as its wholly owned subsidiaries, the Liggett 
and Owl drug chains, with holding these sales several times a year and 
gypping the public. “During these days,” says the FTC complaint, “the stores 
list regular prices much higher than the usual selling prices, with the result 
that the public is misled. . . .” 

For their money the ethical and patent medicine men got an advertising 
campaign in the newspapers which went much further than the AMA’s own 
“socialized medicine” propaganda: The NPC called all health legislation 
“communistic” and “Kremlin-inspired,” first conceived by Bismarck and 
later adopted by Hitler, perfected by Stalin, and now about to enslave the 
American people. All these phrases appear in the NPC booklets dis- 
tributed from doctors’ offices. 
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Of all the crimes against the welfare of the American people committed by 
the American press throughout history, the greatest crime of omission is 
the 365-days-a-year suppression of the news of Federal Trade Commission 
activities. 

Because of the silence of the press the public is robbed of about one bil- 
lion dollars a year by the makers of bad food, bad drugs, and bad cosmetics; 
and it is cheated by false advertising and its health is menaced as well as its 
pocketbook. From the cradle to the grave. 

Literally, from the cradle to the grave: Soothing syrup for babies was 
found to contain morphine; one hundred and sixty burial casket manufac- 
turers and their national trade association were found guilty of “enhancing, 
fixing and maintaining prices of burial caskets, curtailing production and 
sale of low-priced caskets, fixing retail prices’—long before Jessica Mitford 
exposed the death racketeers. The U.S. Marble and Granite Co. was charged 
with misrepresenting its gravestones. During the war a company selling 
“Heart Shield Bible” and Catholic Prayer Book with an absolute guaranty 
they would protect soldiers from death was told to stop such claims, and 
three companies arranging engagements and marriage by correspondence 
were ordered to “cease and desist.” 

When W. E. Humphrey was chief Federal Trade Commissioner he wrote: 
“The publication of fraudulent advertising costs the American public about 
$500,000,000 annually.” This was 10 per cent of the annual advertising 
budget of the time, and today it would mean robbery of one billion, two 
hundred million dollars a year. 

The various activities of the Federal Trade Commission are reported in 
about five hundred press releases a year. The Food and Drug Administration 
of the Department of Health, Education and Welfare, with its “Notices of 
Judgment,” and other agencies would make possible a daily department 
in the newspapers. But in almost every instance advertisers are involved 
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and, although some of them may be little men, their agencies are big; and 
it was the publisher of the Emporia Gazette, William Allen White, and not 
the muckrakers who first wrote that their influence in the press can con- 
stitute a danger to democracy. 

No one has yet been hypocritical enough to defend this suppression of 
news items—the average more than one a day. The chief rationalizer of the 
sins of the press, Editor & Publisher, tried to sum it up once in these words: 

l. “Decisions of broad importance to business firms and to the public 
are reported by the metropolitan press on pages devoted to business news. 

2. “Not one decision in a thousand affects firms which use the columns of 
reputable newspapers and magazines.” 

Statement No. 1 is a hoax. Statement No. 2 is not true. 

When the FTC issues a fraud order against General Motors and Ford and 
Chrysler, for example, it is news for the business interests on the financial 
pages, and it is news for the buyers of 100,000,000 automobiles. 

And almost every decision affects firms which advertise in reputable 
newspapers—many may be small papers, grass roots weeklies, but they are 
as reputable as their colleagues in the great cities. 

How false and hypocritical are the apologies for suppression will be evi- 
dent to the readers in the following short survey of news items—all of them 
about 99 per cent suppressed by the 1,750 daily papers and the 10,000 
weeklies. (I say 99 per cent because although my list of daily newspapers 
usually publishing FTC reports has increased in the 1960’s it is still not 
seventeen or | per cent.) 

I have mentioned General Motors, Ford, and Chrysler. This case was in- 
deed big news since they are among the nation’s biggest advertisers. The 
three own or are affiliated with financing companies, which used to adver- 
tise that you could buy a car with a 6 per cent financing charge. This ad- 
vertising was found fraudulent. By charging 6 per cent annually on the 
original price for, say, three years, the firms actually charged the customers 
as much as 27 per cent. This fraud was exposed by consumers’ organizations 
but newspapers continued to take the false ads—while refusing Consumers 
Union advertising. Finally the FTC stepped in, investigated, found General 
Motors, Ford, and Chrysler guilty, and with fraud orders put a stop to this 
advertising. The usual press silence surrounded the affair. 


American Tobacco Co. (Lucky Strike) 
Liggett @ Myers (Chesterfield) 
Lorillard (Old Gold) 

Reynolds Tobacco (Camel) 


From 1938, the days of the first Johns Hopkins reports, to 1963, the day 
of the official U.S. report by the Surgeon General, 99 per cent of the press 
suppressed 99 per cent of the news items dealing with false advertising of 
cigarets. The policeman (FTC) frequently took action, but there was no 
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public support, no aroused public opinion; there was press suppression of 
the fraud orders against the advertising of Camels, Chesterfields, Old Golds, 
and Lucky Strikes; the public was never told about cancer. 

The patent medicine industry is one of the biggest advertisers. It: was, 
and probably still is, represented by the Proprietary Association of America. 
This outfit joins the association of magazine publishers, the National Pub- 
lishers Association, and the American Newspaper Publishers Association 
in propagandizing and lobbying against every effort of the government of 
the United States to safeguard the health of its people. These three groups— 
patent medicines, magazines, and newspapers—place profits from patent 
medicines above the health and welfare of the public. If every patent medi- 
cine were outlawed, ours would be a healthier and wealthier nation. 

The three organizations joined to fight Dr. Wiley who, with the aid of the 
muckrakers, finally aroused public opinion, so that the Harrison Pure Food 
and Drug Law of 1906 was passed. But they never gave up the fight. When 
Rexford Tugwell’s New Deal bill was introduced to make the 1906 law more 
effective, the advertisers and the newspapers and magazines living from 
advertising were the forces which emasculated the proposed law. 

Among the chief fighters against reform legislation were the directors of 
the National Publishers Association: William B. Warner of McCalls, Red- 
book, and other magazines; Roy Larsen of Time, Life, and Fortune; P. S. 
Collins of the Saturday Evening Post, Ladies Home Journal, and other maga- 
zines; Merle Thorpe of Nation’s Business, A. D. Mayor of Crowell, pub- 
lishers of Collier's and other magazines; and Malcolm Muir of McGraw- 
Hill, publishers of books and technical magazines (and at that time of News- 
week, which is now in liberal hands). 

Although aspirin is not a patent medicine, and is better for a cold than 
more expensive products containing in addition baking soda, “buffering,” 
and other drugs, the Federal Trade Commission years ago issued a fraud 
order against Sterling Drug Co., makers of Bayer’s brand, for false adver- 
tising. It was worth a two-column headline in Brattleboro, Vermont, where 
Sterling did not advertise, but it was suppressed in the big papers where Ster- 
ling did. And so was the news that Sterling was partly owned by the Nazis 
at the time Hitler attacked the United States of America. 

Listerine was accused by the Federal Trade Commission of disseminating 
“false advertisements,” making “false and misleading and deceptive state- 
ments and representations in said false advertisements . . . in newspapers 
and periodicals, by radio continuities,” about dandruff, colds, and halitosis. 
The government fought Lambert Pharmacal Company for years. Its head, 
Robert L. Lund, was, along with Tom Girdler, among the reorganizers of 
the National Association of Manufacturers. And it was this same “Listerine” 
Lund who collaborated with J. B. Matthews, the Dies Committee, George 
Sokolsky, and Hearst’s Good Housekeeping and a representative of the 
Young & Rubicam advertising agency in the Hearst attempt to assassinate 
the consumers agencies by putting a Communist label on them. 
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In the In fact decade, thanks to the several hundred members of the 
Newspaper Guild, and to editors and publishers who thought of themselves 
as members of an ethical profession, we received several times the 5,000 
words of material that filled four pages a week. If, however, there was a 
time we needed an item, or a small filler, we could always pick up one or 
ten FTC reports received that week and prove again to our readers that 
the commercial press suppressed the news. 

In January, February, and March, 1964, out of curiosity I wrote to the 
Federal Trade Commission asking that I be put on their list of releases 
of news items to the press; and from the material sent me I was able to pre- 
pare an article for The Independent which proved that nothing had 
changed: The FTC still issues press releases, fraud orders, and the like— 
—more than one a day—and the press of the United States still suppresses 
the news items, one or more a day. I could do this again now. Here are 
some of the 1964 itcms: 


January: 

Sterling Drug, Inc. Hearings on charge of false advertising in the sale of Bayer 
aspirin. (A large advertiser.) 

Westinghouse. Hearings on misrepresentation in the sale of TV picture tubes. 

American Cyanamid, Bristol-Myers, Charles Pfizer, Olin Mathieson, and Up- 
john Co. Ordered to cease monopoly and price-fixing of tetracycline, “probably 
the most widely used wonder drug, with annual sales exceeding $100,000,000.” 
Pfizer was the chief culprit in this plot against the health (and pocketbooks) of 
the American people. The FTC found that “the patent was obtained through 
deliberate misrepresentations and withholding of information.” 

February: 

Motorola. Ordered to “stop misrepresenting the capabilities and characteristics 
of its radio and TV sets.” 

S. Klein Department Store. Consent order to stop misbranding and falsely in- 
voicing furs and illegally substituting labels. 

Allied Stores. A chain including Stern Bros. of New York, Genesco and its 
subsidiary, W. L. Douglas Shoe Co., consent order, misrepresentation in news- 
paper advertisements of type, manufacture, quality, and construction of shoes. 

March: 

Sterling Drug, Inc. Dismissal of charge of false advertising for Bayer aspirin. 
The FTC has been “informed that, in any event, the respondents are not now 
disseminating the advertising involved and have no intention to resuming it.” (It 
sometimes takes two years for the FTC to get a consent decree, and by that time 
all the harm has been done.) 

Beecham Products. Order halting false claims for Scott’s Emulsion (a cod liver 
oil). 

Reader's Digest. Order prohibiting publishers making false advertising claims 
in sale of their phonograph records. 

Benrus Watch Co., Waltham Watch Co., Gruen Industries trading as Gruen 
Watch Co. Cease and desist order to discontinue price misrepresentation. It was 
charged that the pre-ticketed prices were fictitious. 
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Montgomery Ward. Complaint charging that certain items unconditionally 
guaranteed were “re-manufactured.” 

U.S. Rubber Co. Hearings on charge of misrepresentation of “kralastic,” a 
plastic material. — 


The Food and Drug Administration, a branch of the Department of 
Health, Education and Welfare, issues “Notices of Judgment Under the 
Food, Drug and Cosmetic Act,” almost all of which are suppressed. Here are 
some examples: 


Safeway Stores. Fined $660 for shipping rat-excrement-infested bread. 

A & P grocery chain. Selling syrup containing more water than maple syrup. 

Heinz. Shipping raisins containing moths and larvae. 

Pillsbury. Flour containing insect fragments, rodent hair, and pellets. 

Kroger Grocery. Adulterated bread, cakes. 

Borden. Misbranding cocktail spreads. 

Hawaiian Pineapple Co. Fermented pineapple in rusted cans. 

Pinaud’s Eau de Quinine. Containing water, alcohol, perfume, and red coloring 
matter, less than .02 per cent quinine. 


To confirm my conviction that the situation now is the same as it was in 
the 1940s when I published Federal Trade Commission and Federal Drug 
Administration items in In fact, I asked the FDA also to put me on its press 
release mailing list for a month. Here is an extract for its January, 1964, re- 
view of the preceding year’s work (p. 7): 


Criminal prosecutions filed in the Federal courts in 1963 totaled 214. Of these 
67 involved adulterated or misbranded foods and 184 were concerned with de- 
fective or dangerous drugs and medical devices. 

Food seized in 465 Federal court actions totaled 6996 tons. Other seizure 
actions included: drugs and devices, 278; hazardous substances, 70. 

Industries inspected by the FDA voluntarily completed 2047 corrective actions 
to improve consumer protection. . . . The food industry voluntarily destroyed or 
converted to animal feed 23,950,886 pounds of food in 1281 separate actions 
where the products were found to have become unfit for human consumption. 

The drug and medical device industries voluntarily destroyed products with an 
estimated total retail price of nearly $5,000,000. 


On February 13, 1964 the New York Times, to its credit, published a news 
item headlined “U.S. Issues Booklet on Health Swindles,” issued by the 
FDA, obtainable from the Superintendent of Documents, Washington, D.C., 
20204, (Every reader who wants more proof that news is suppressed is urged 
to send 10¢ in coin, not stamps, for this pamphlet. ) 

This FDA booklet treats of quackery and false advertising in general 
terms. It does not mention the names of the goods and drug merchants who 
cheat the American people out of one billion dollars a year. However, its 
monthly reports and its monthly summaries of judgments name many of the 
business outfits in America breaking the law; and the facts are available to 
every one of the 1,750 American dailies. 
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How many newspapers published the news? When J had almost a million 
readers I asked in frequent editorials for reports from their home towns. I 
was able to add two or three papers to my list. But I never got up an honor 
roll of 1 per cent of the American press, i.e., seventeen dailies. My honor 
roll included: 


Gazette © Daily, York, Pennsylvania, one of the great small American news- 
papers. 

New York Times, the most important paper in America, under the present edi- 
torship of Turner Catledge, publishes this news frequently. (Under its previous 
managing cditor, E. L. James, it was guilty of considerable suppression.) The 
Herald Tribune rarely prints this news. The only New York City paper that always 
did so was PM of sacred memory. The big city press of Boston, Los Angeles, 
Philadelpha, Chicago, etc., etc., never had a paper on the honor roll. 

St. Louis Post-Dispatch, which is always on everyone's honor roll. 

Washington Post 

Milwaukee Journal 

Bridgeport (Conn.) Herald 

Christian Science Monitor, published by the Christian Science Church, and a 
perennial enemy of drugs, tobacco, and crooked advertising. 


In reply to my letter to the Federal Trade Commission asking for a list 
of names of newspapers using their news releases I received a most unsatis- 
factory reply from S. F. Stowe, director of the FTC Office of Information. It 
said in part: 

Concerning your question about which big city newspapers habitually publish 
FTC items, I am unable to give you a specific answer inasmuch as we do not main- 
tain a clipping service. Also, no regular check of papers which carry stories about 
the FTC is made. The Commission, however, succeeds in getting a very consider- 
able amount of news on the wire services. 


This last statement is of great importance. At one time I wrote to the 
Associated Press (which serves almost all morning and most evening papers) 
and the United Press (which serves many evening papers). I did not write 
to Hearst’s International News Service, which colored, distorted, faked, and 
suppressed news. UP did not reply. AP replied it sent out big FTC items to 
all papers, regional FTC items to regional papers. 

This confirmed my charge throughout the years that the newspapers do 
receive these items, that the news services know they are real news, and that 
it is the editor and publisher who suppress the news after receiving it. 

A billion-dollar-a-year robbery is not news for our commercial press— 
which lives largely on the advertising of the robbers. Nothing has changed 
since 1910, when Will Irwin wrote The Shame of the American Newspapers, 
and 1920, when Upton Sinclair wrote The Brass Check. Except that the 
American public is robbed and poisoned ten or twenty or fifty times as much. 


Seventeen 


RIGHTISTS OR 
NATIVE FASCISTS? 


Whether or not Confucius said “The beginning of wisdom is to call things 
by their proper names” it is the first law of the semanticists and the last of 
the Un-American Committees and the generality of the American press. 

To fight the enemy you must first name it—properly. The enemy may be 
Communism or fascism. In the 1920’s I was impressed by the repetition at 
every session of the Reichstag by the Catholic Chancellor, Wirth, of the 
phrase “Der Feind steht rechts’—the enemy is on the Right. But Germany, 
like the United States since 1917 has always fought the extreme Left, never 
the extreme Right, and, moreover, has never named the enemies on the 
Right. 

Ever since the Palmer raids of 1920 and the deportation of Communists 
to Russia, the United States press and government have continued their 
activities against what they termed—rightly or wrongly, and more fre- 
quently, wrongly—reds, fellow travelers, Stalinists, and followers of the 
Communist Party line. But despite the most terrible war in history, fought 
to destroy the fascist nations and fascist ideology, there has been almost no 
identification whatever of native American fascism. And naturally no fascist- 
baiting to parallel the almost universal red-baiting. 

Only the thirty men, a few organizations, and a few publications indicted 
for sedition during World War II were generally accused of Nazism or 
fascism. The greatest fascist propagandist in America, the man who made 
a $400,000 a year deal to exchange services with Hitler, was never named 
as a fascist. Another, who before Pearl Harbor headlined the secret U.S. war 
preparation plan, was never arrested. A third, who published Nazi propa- 
ganda articles sent from Berlin as his own editorials, escaped arrest by a 
deal with the Justice Department. I am referring of course to William Ran- 
dolph Hearst, Colonel Robert R. McCormick, and Father Charles E. Cough- 
lin. 


It is my conviction that one of the reasons native American fascism has 
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been safe from attacks and exposés is that its defenders and supporters, 
powerful in press and radio, have been able to brainwash the public into the 
belief that the enemies of fascism are ipso facto on the communist side. They 
succeeded in putting the deadly red label on the Spanish Republic by this 
method; and today they laud Franco of Spain and Salazar of Portugal, as 
they did the recent dictators Batista of Cuba and Trujillo of Santo Domingo, 
fascists all, as our bulwarks against the red menace. 

I have always agreed with Benito Mussolini in one thing—his definition 
of fascism. He used no weasel words, no euphemisms; he was honest at least 
in this instance: In the encyclopedia he published he used as synonyms for 
fascism the words “illiberal,” “anti-liberal,” “anti-democratic,” and “reac- 
tionary.” 

Today it is customary in the American press to refer to the Right, the 
Extreme Right, and to the Ultra-Conservatives. Mussolini would have had 
a more forthright term. Many of the organizations, subsidizers, and leaders 
of the Right today are the same as were exposed by a few courageous mem- 
bers of Congress and a few congressional investigations (preceding the cor- 
rupt investigations of the various House Un-American Activities Commit- 
tees), and of course by my newsletter. The whole point was to name names. 
There were also a few notable persons who were not afraid to use the term 
“fascism” correctly, as for example: 

President Harry Truman, at the organization of the United Nations in 

San Francisco, stated that “all Fascism did not die with Mussolini. Hitler is 
finished. But the forces of reaction and tyranny all over the world will try 
to keep the United Nations from remaining united. They are trying it even 
now.” 
- J. Edgar Hoover (as quoted in a broadcast by Walter Winchell): “Don’t 
label anyone a Communist unless you have the facts. Don’t confuse liberals 
with Communists. Don’t be a party to the violation of the civil rights of 
anyone. When this is done you are playing directly into the hands of the 
Communists. Don’t let up on the fight against real Fascism.” 

President Philip Murray: “The CIO holds the destruction of Fascism its 
greatest single task.” 

Sam Rayburn, speaker of the House: “In my opinion there are more Fas- 
cists in the United States than there are Communists. Many of the Fascists 
are those people who got richest under our Administration.” 

Representative Wright Patman: “I wonder if we are unwittingly on the 
road toward Fascism. In Italy and Germany the people were taught to hate 
Socialism and Communism to the extent that when Fascism was presented as 
an alternative, it was quickly embraced. We have many of the earmarks of 
Fascism in this country today. We must not relax our vigilance in opposing 
Communism. It is a monster approaching us from the Left. But let us be 
equally vigilant against just as destructive a monster approaching us from 


the Right.” 
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Robert C. Karr, professor of law and political science, Dartmouth: “In the 
long run the internal danger of a fascist revolution in the United States 
may well prove to be more serious than the danger of a communist revolu- 
tion.” os 

But the makers of American public opinion, the mass media, did not see 
it that way. Fascism was neither baited nor exposed, except by the smal] 
liberal press. 

Moreover, there were great opportunities to publish not only the general 
indictment of danger from the Right, but actually to name the leaders, the 
organizations, the publications, and the money behind them all. But this 
the press refused to do. It suppressed the results of congressional investiga- 
tions; it refused to reprint exposés appearing in the Congressional Record 
which were not only libel-proof and privileged but which had the added 


value—as most redbaiting in the Record had not—of being true. 
Congressman Sabath’s List 


When Congressman McDowell told the press that his subcommittce to in- 
vestigate fascism had devoted hundreds of hours to this work, Congressman 
Adolph J. Sabath of Illinois challenged him to devote at least more than ten 
minutes to the Hitler and Mussolini ideologies as they existed in the United 
States. The Sabath statement named eleven American organizations for the 
subcommittee’s consideration. Sabath wrote McDowell: 


I have criticized only the failure to pay as much attention to reaction as to the 
alleged communist fronts, and to the way the committee has smeared honest liber- 
als and labor leaders without giving them an opportunity to be heard. . . . 

There has been a constant tendency of your committee to confuse big business 
interests and public interests, and to regard criticism of the economic status quo, 
however well taken, as an effort to discredit and overthrow by violence our free 
constitutional political system. 

By the same token, open efforts to defeat and nullify the suffrage and civil 
rights statutes . . . have been condoned by the committee . . . certain members 
of the committee have expressed public support of those views, encouraging those 
subversives doing most to undercut our freedoms... . 

It probably would be difficult to find in America today a single cell of the old 
German Bund or of the National Socialist Party [Nazis]; yet there is incontroverti- 
ble evidence on every hand of the existence of organized Fascism in America; and 
no official investigation has more than touched the surface of the movement. 

Here follows a brief list of organizations or movements which to my knowledge 
have displayed sufficient similarity to the criteria I have suggested to justify 
careful investigation. They vary in the degree of their danger to American in- 
stitutions, and they vary in the viciousness of their propaganda, in their influence, 
and in their resources; they have a common factor, the usurpation of the American 
way of life by a foreign and un-American system: 
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1. Ku Klux Klan, wherever found, and under whatever name it may mas- 
querade. [The Chicago Sun and New York’s PM disclosed that the Dies-Rankin- 
Thomas Un-American Committees had a 500-page exposé of the Klan which they 
had suppressed for six years. ] 

2. The Columbians of Atlanta, Ceorsian.-- 

3. Democratic Nationalist Party . . . modeled on the order of Hitler's Nazi 
Parby of 

4. The Committee for Constitutional Government, New York City. 

5. National Economic Council, New York. This organization is perhaps the most 
open advocate of the corporate state in the United States, at least among “respect- 
able” fronts. It appears to have ample resources and its officers are known to have 
close ties with foreign governments inimical to the United States. It produces a 
constant stream of un-American propaganda and it is not too “respectable” to em- 
ploy political anti-Semitism to promote its cause. 

6. The so-called America First Party, and all the connections and activities of 
its fuehrer, Gerald L. K. Smith. It happens that Smith was called before your 
committee and given an open forum for the dissemination of his un-American 
hatreds. He was not even questioned on his repeated declarations that he would 
become dictator of this country in the economic collapse which he predicts in the 
near future, nor was he questioned on his fascistic veterans’ organization, his ties 
with subversive, political “evangelists,” the KKK, the Columbians, the White 
Supremacy League. . . . [Smith in his Cross and the Flag named a dozen Con- 
gressmen with whom he had friendly conferences, and he boasted of his friendship 
with Representative Rankin. ] 

7. Christian Americans, Inc., Houston, Texas. This organization, again, has been 
investigated . . . but never adequately. The FBI also has made an investigation. ... 
Your committee could render a great public service by exposing its highly de- 
veloped commercialism to its victims, as well as by exposure of its un-American 
campaign of vilification and repression. 

8. Phony veterans organizations. .. . 

9. American Action, Inc., New York, Chicago, and other large cities. [This 
was the latest suceessor to the old Liberty League. If it were investigated, it 
would be disclosed that the Hearst columnist Upton Close; Joseph Pew of Sunoco; 
Samuel Pettengill; Merwin K. Hart; Colonel McCormick; Gerald L. K. Smith; 
Broker E. P. Hutton; Edward Hayes, ex-commander of the American Legion; 
Raskob of General Motors; and many multimillionaires had endorsed or contributed 
to this organization. I predicted that this powerful group would never be investi- 


gated.] 

10. Steuben Society... . 

ll. Foundation for Freedom, Inc. . . . a new organization . . . engaged in the 
publication of high-powered studies with strong anti-Semitic and anti-Italian 
implications. . . . 


I could of course go on for many pages with a catalog of organizations and in- 
dividuals doing Hitler’s work in America today; but the same sources are open to 
you and your staff. ... 

The [Un-American] Committee has in the last ten years combed the list of 
liberal organizations, and has ruined the reputation of many admirable progres- 
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sive groups by making unfounded and unsupported charges of communist sym- 


pathy, infiltration, or sponsorship. . . . I realize .. . that many of the hate or- 
ganizations are merely money rackets. . . . These, too, should be exposed... . 
Sincerely yours, 
A. J. Sabath 


When I sent several liberal members of both houses of Congress copies 
of my reprint of the War Department's Army Talk, Orientation Fact Sheet 
64, which was headlined “Fascism,” and which was authorized and signed 
by General George C. Marshall, Mr. Sabath placed the document in the 
Congressional Record, with the following statement: 


Mr. Speaker, I only regret that the rules and regulations of the War Department 
precluded the naming of outstanding American Fascists, such as the DuPonts, the 
Pews, the Girdlers, the Weirs, [General] Van Horn Moseley, H. W. Prentis, Jr. 
[president of the National Association of Manufacturers at one time], Merwin K. 
Hart, and others, including the thirty Fascists charged with conspiracy and sedition 
activities and tried, but due to the untimely death of the trial judge, still at large. 
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The Pews protested—they called their inclusion “a detestable lie,” “scan- 
dalous and libelous,” apparently forgetting that they had been exposed by 
the Lobbying Investigation headed by Senator Black as subsidizers of the 
Sentinels of the Republic, the most notorious fascist anti-Semitic organization 
among the twenty or more named. 

On another occasion, Mr. Sabath placed in the Record an item under the 
heading: “Meretricious Pamphlet Sponsored by Upton Close Exposed by 
Former Secretary of War Patterson.” Said the Congressman: “Now that 
the war is over and American democracy has defeated Nazi abomination, 
those people have again dared to resume their feeding of un-American and 
seditious falsehoods and half-truths—the Peglers, the G. L. K. Smiths, the 
Merwin K. Harts, and the vermin press generally... .” 

All of Mr. Sabath’s statements were privileged, libel-proof, and certainly 
newsworthy. But in most of the newspapers neither the Sabath lists nor the 
Army Fact Sheet on Fascism was mentioned. 

What followed was even worse than newspaper suppression. Two notori- 
ous Negro-haters and Jew-baiters, Mr. Sabath’s own colleagues, John E. Ran- 
kin of Mississippi and Clare E. Hoffman of Michigan, demanded that the 
U.S. Army suppress its orientation program cntircly. The Hearst press took 
up the Rankin-Hoffman proposition, one of its hacks writing a series of 
articles saying that the attacks on fascism were communist propaganda. 
The Army obliged. There were investigations, cross-examinations; members 
of the Intelligence Section who had tried to publish an educational program 
for the camps to tell soldiers why they were fighting Mussolini and Hitler 
were red-baited, transferred, dismissed, or frightened into silence. 
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A Legion List of Native Fascists 


For about thirty years (its entire history up to the end of 1949) the American 
Legion attacked not only “reds” and Communists, but also Socialists, liberals, 
and democratic leaders and democratic organizations. It was therefore news 
when the American Legion for the first (and perhaps the last) time went 
on record against “subversive activities of hate groups’ of the right, or the 
reactionary and American-fascist side. 

But the American press, which had been party to the Legion’s pre-Mc- 
Carthy program of libels, falsehoods, and character assassination of the Left, 
completely suppressed the report of the Americanization Commission of the 
linois Legion when it appeared, and again suppressed all mention of it 
when it was republished in the Congressional Record and thereby became 
libel-proof. (National headquarters of the Legion, which is on record as 
“against all Isms” has not as yet [1967] taken a single action against fascism; 
it still attacks all other Isms—Communism, Socialism, Liberalism—jumbling 
them together. ) 

The Illinois report says in part: 

“The American public is becoming increasingly aware that there exist 
organizations which under the guise of spreading the principles of Ameri- 
canism, create discord and misunderstanding among all races, creeds and 
colors, contrary to our democratic concepts. ... 

“It is our view that Communism, Fascism, Socialism or any other form of 
totalitarianism cannot be countenanced by our membership which must 
fight these un-American activities.” (It may have been a coincidence, but 
at the time this report was issued the National Association of Manufacturers, 
which has always had close liaison with the Legion, had also turned its guns 
on Socialism, including it as an undesirable Ism, as if in fear the success of 
the British Labour Party’s brand of Socialism would influence America.) 

The Illinois report concludes: 

“After a careful study of the activities of many organizations, we have 
reached the conclusion that those listed below are inimical to the best in- 
terests of American democracy. These organizations are anti-American since 
they pit class against class, race against race and creed against creed and 
make appeals with varying degrees of emphasis—all with the purpose of 
creating chaos and disunity.” 

The Legion list may be found in the Congressional Record October 6, 
1949, pages A6393-5, and October 11, pages A6531-3. The most important 
and still active (so far as I know) organizations were named and described 
as follows: 

Ku Klux Klan (Association of Georgia Klans), Atlanta, Georgia, Dr. 
Samuel Green, leader. 
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Original Southern Klans, Inc., Columbus, Georgia, Alton E. Pate, leader. 

National Economic Council, New York, Merwin K. Hart, leader. 

Constitutional Educational League, New York, Joseph P. Kamp, leader. 
The Constitutional Educational League’s main activity is pamphleteering. 
Pamphlets issued by the group try to create religious hostility. In its accusa- 
tions of “communist infiltration” it makes malicious and irresponsible charges 
against responsible and respected groups and individuals who are working 
to strengthen and improve our democracy. 

Christian Nationalist Crusade, Christian Nationalist Party, Patriotic Tract 
Society, St. Louis, Missouri, Gerald L. K. Smith, leader. 

Anglo-Saxon Federation, Haverhill, Massachusetts, Howard Rand, leader. 
The Anglo-Saxon Federation is a group which preaches the theory that they 
are the true descendants of Israel. They resort to anti-Catholicism and anti- 
Semitism. The social publication is a monthly magazine called Destiny. 

Judge Armstrong Foundation, Fort Worth, Texas, George W. Armstrong, 
leader. 

The Judge Armstrong Foundation was set up to support those divisionist 
“nationalist” groups in which Armstrong was interested. Armstrong was an 
independently wealthy man and had written several anti-democratic pam- 
phlets. In one of his pamphlets Armstrong urged the repeal of sections of 
the Fourteenth and Fifteenth Amendments to the Constitution, “thereby 
limiting the franchise to the nation’s white Americans,” another aspect of 
the “white supremacy” doctrine. 

(Other organizations and men named whose present activities, if any, are 
unknown to me, included: Citizens Protective League, New York, Kurt 
Mertig, leader; House of Prayer, Denver, the Reverend William L. Blessing, 
leader; Loyal American Group, Union, New Jersey, Conde McGinley, leader; 
Lutheran Research Society, Detroit, Lawrence Reilly, leader; National Blue 
Star Mothers, Philadelphia, Catherine V. Brown, leader; and the National 
Renaissance Party, Beacon, New York, James H. Madole, leader.) 


Justice Jacksons List 


When Supreme Court Justice Robert H. Jackson, the prosecutor at Nuren- 
berg, was attorney general of the United States, he addressed the Law 
Society of Massachusetts, defending the word democracy as applying to the 
American republican system, and challenging the Un-American Committee 
to investigate American fascists, whom he named, probably for the first time 
in the Department of Justice's history. 

When I found by examining the press that many newspapers suppressed 
the attorney general’s list and that others eliminated one or more of the 
notable names of men and organizations he named, I wrote to the Boston 
organization for the text. Mr. Jackson said in part: 
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Lately there has arisen in this country what appears to be a school of thought 
which denies that our government is or ought to be democratic. . . . There are 
people who are satisfied with democracy as long as they and their interests control 
it. But as soon as they see their control slipping away they begin to urge a modi- 
fication of democracy which will restore their control. 

Let me give you a few instances. 

Last February General Van Horn Moseley, who was exposed by the Dies Com- 
mittee as having fascist leanings, said he was “doing all I can to get the word 
‘democracy’ out of literature.” “A democracy,” he asserted, “pulls everything and 
everyone down to the level of an average and makes it Communism.” 

We might expect as much from one with fascist tendencies, but on another oc- 
casion, over a year ago, Mr. H. W. Prentis, Jr., who is president of the National 
Association of Manufacturers, delivered an address . . . in which he assailed what 
he called “the pitfalls of democracy.” Among the democratic institutions which 
Mr. Prentis attacked were the direct election of U.S. Senators, the primary, the 
initiative, referendum and recall. , . . “Hope for the future of our Republic,” said 
Mr. Prentis, “does not lie in more and more democracy.” 

A year later we find the same theme taken by the Saturday Evening Post. . . 
[ which] editorially asserted that “this was not a democracy. The founders dreaded 
democracy almost as much as they feared despotism.” [Mr. Jackson then listed 
four Saturday Evening Post objections to democracy. ] 

First, universal suffrage, whereas in the beginning the right to vote was qualified 
by a property requirement. 

Second, the election of the President has become closer to a direct vote of the 
people. 

Third, the election of Senators by direct popular vote. ... 

Fourth, the graduated income tax. 

Thus the Saturday Evening Post deplores these developments because they are 
steps in the direction of democracy. 

This same attitude is to be found in a pamphlet issued by the self-styled League 
[the correct title is Committee] for Constitutional Government. .. . They cite two 
“alien ideas . . . which are responsible for many of our ills... . We refer to the 
income tax amendment and the creation of the government dominated Federal 
Reserve System, both of these alien ideas were brought to this country from other 
lands.” 

Another instance occurred at a meeting of the Union League Club .. . the 
speaker was Merwin K. Hart, president of the so-called N.Y. State Economic 
Council] [now the National Economic Council] which is closely affiliated with the 
manufacturers’ associations. Merwin Hart is well known for his pro-fascist 
leanings... .. 

The mischievous effect of this gathering of forces against freedom and democ- 
racy is apparent from the spcech . . . of Mr. Lindbergh. It was significant that his 
only reference to democracy was a sneering reference. .. . His speech, so perfectly 
calculated to undermine confidence in American leadership, was delivered just on the 
eve of America’s muster of its manpower for selective service. No speech in its 
timing and its substance could more perfectly have served the purpose of those 
who would weaken the morale of democracy and undermine the spirit of our 
defense effort. 
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We are witnessing the most ominous gathering of forces against freedom and 
democracy that has been seen in my time.... 


None of these ominous forces—the president of the National Association 
of Manufacturers, the Saturday Evening Post, Press Lord Frank Gannett’s 
Committee for Constitutional Government, the Franco-fascist agent Merwin 
K. Hart’s National Economic Council, or the nation’s hero Charles A. 
Lindbergh—was ever investigated by the various Un-American Commit- 
tees although challenged to do so. Moseley got a mild rebuke; nothing was 
done about the Klan until 1965, and not much then. 

Since this was the first, and about the only time so high a government 
spokesman as the attorney general had named the enemies of America and 
actually applied the fascist label to them, it should have been an important 
news item. I found out later that this fact was indeed recognized by the 
Associated Press and United Press and put on the wires serving every news- 
paper in the United States, but since a search of the New York newspapers 
and those of many other cities by my friends of all items bearing the logo- 
types of the AP and UP omit the names of Prentis, Saturday Evening Post, 
Hart, and others, it is most likely that the news services suppressed them. 

The New York Herald Tribune published the speech in full and pub- 
lished all the names. The Times buried several small paragraphs, suppressed 
all the names except Lindbergh’s. 

The Boston Post inserted the words “a national weekly” in place of the 
Saturday Evening Post. The New York Sun suppressed the item entirely 
but published another saying Barton Assails Acts of J ackson—this was Bruce 
Barton, head of one of the four big advertising agencies, defender of Mus- 
solini at one time, and author of a book which discovers that Jesus Christ 
was a salesman. 

The New York Post and the World-Telegram suppressed all names but 
Lindbergh’s. 

The Chicago Tribune, in its habitual manner in such cases, suppressed 
everything. 

A search of one hundred important newspapers in the New York Public 
Library, including the Washington Evening Star and the Philadelphia Ledg- 
er, showed all of them suppressed the Jackson indictment. 


Thousands of Names Available 


American endorsers of Mussolini, many of them wearing medals, from 1922 
on, and of Hitler, 1933 to the time of Pearl Harbor, numbered in the thou- 
sands, but not one of them had to suffer for his views, as did their counter- 
parts on the Left. I cannot believe it was a coincidence all the money was 
on the Right—as it is today. Even some of the names are the same: the 
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DuPonts, and the Pews, and past presidents and leading members of the 
National Association of Manufacturers. 

Friends of Democracy was one of the few, small organizations honestly 
and fairly reporting on the activities of the Right as well as the Left; its 
courageous director, Dr. Leon Birkhead, never redbaited anyone, never 
engaged in character assassination, never used the tricks of the libelers and 
slanderers—the common methods of the reactionaries, ex-radicals, and 
native fascists. On one occasion Friends of Democracy listed as attending 
a banquet for a well-known foreign fascist given by Merwin K. Hart of the 
National Economic Council, the following persons: 


Robert R. Wason, director and former president, NAM 

Lammot duPont 

Representative Ralph W. Gwinn of New York, syndicated columnist, paid by 
Committee for Constitutional Government 

Albert W. Hawkes, ex-Senator, ex-president of the U.S. Chamber of Commerce 

Rose Wilder Lane, novelist, writer for Hart 

Samuel Pettengill, syndicated columnist, commentator for the Committee for 
Constitutional government 

John J. Raskob, industrialist 

J. A. Zellers, who had been mentioned in a Nazi document which the Un-Ameri- 
can Committee was suppressing. It was titled “The Organization of German In- 
dustry in America After the War” and showed that Goering planned to run it with 
Zellers as chairman of the board. 

David M. Goodrich, rubber manufacturer; one of the twenty founders of the 
American Legion; executive committeeman, National Industrial Conference Board, 
a part of the NAM 

Ogden H. Hammond, ex-ambassador to Spain, propagandist for Spanish fascism, 
decorated by Franco 

Miss Helen C. Frick, coal millionaire 

John T. Flynn, ex-liberal 

General Hugh A. Drum 


The bulletin of the Friends of Democracy, and the column Dr, Birkhead 
published in Lyle Stuart’s monthly newspaper, The Independent, contained 
the names of not a few hundred but thousands of Rightists. The Black and 
Buchanan Lobbying Committee investigations supplied at least a thousand. 

The Buchanan Committee on Lobbying Activities concluded its work with 
a report showing: 

Ll. A real native American fascism existed. 

2. Anti-Semitism, as in European fascist movements, was a part of it. 

3. Most of the reactionary organizations named, and three described as 
fascist, were heavily subsidized by contributions of corporations and million- 
aire individuals. 

In Mr. Buchanan’s list of eight leading rightist organizations investigated, 
the first three were the Committee for Constitutional Government, the Na- 
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tional Economic Council, and the Constitutional Educational League, all 
of which had been named by members of the House as fascist propagan- 
dists. Mr. Buchanan said they advocated “a brand of American Fascism.” The 
Un-American Committees took no notice; the press suppressed the docu- 
mentary evidence. 


Ei ghteen so 


EISENHOWER’S 
FREEDOMS 
FOUNDATION 


On Washington’s birthday this year, as on past celebrations for almost two 
decades, Freedoms Foundation of Valley Forge will distribute medals and 
money awards to a miscellany of people and institutions or organizations 
“for their contribution to a better understanding of the American way of 
life.” 

The man who made the first presentations of what has been termed by 
the press “the American Nobel prizes” was a retired general who had made 
a great name in World War II, Dwight D. Eisenhower. The head of Free- 
doms Foundation today is ex-President Eisenhower. 

So glorious is the name of the organization’s chairman and so worthy 
do the press and public believe it to be that publications give it not only 
free publicity but free advertising pages, and great corporations pay for 
others. The newswcekly Time (October 4, 1963) devoted a page to a photo- 
graph of the former president and his grandson David, with the underline: 
“This grandfather teaches his grandson about freedom. Who is teaching 
your children to speak up for freedom?” And at the bottom of the page, 
“This advertisement published for Freedoms Foundation as a public service 
by Time magazine.” 

In the New York Times (October 22, 1963) the full-page advertisement 
was devoted almost entirely to a picture of Ike with an appeal for donations 
signed by Schick Safety Razor, Patrick J. Frawley, Jr., president. 

If anyone thinks that Eisenhower has been taken in by a fine-sounding 
patriotic outfit (as Mrs. Eleanor Roosevelt was once betrayed by a noble 
title which later proved to be a Communist front) the fact is that ever 
since 1949, when he was the master of ceremonies at the first presentation of 
awards, he had been warned by every liberal weekly, by the labor press, by 
a Pennsylvania neighbor the Gazette & Daily of York, and by Friends of 
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Democracy that he was being made a tool—or a fool—of big corporate in- 
terests with a documented record of previous activities in extreme Rightist, 
anti-Semitic, and native fascist organizations. 

After being elected president, Eisenhower continued to appear at Free- 
doms Foundation affairs and the Reverend Dr. Birkhcad of Friends of 
Democracy wrote (in The Independent ) : 


Who is briefing President-Elect Eisenhower on the organizations before which 
he speaks? 

Why was he allowed to appear at a meeting of such a pro-fascist outfit as 
Freedoms Foundation, and make a speech praising the group? 

Its chairman, E. F. Hutton, is a notorious supporter of hate-publications and 
hate-groups. 

The workers at Freedoms Foundation headquarters go about the offices using 
such words as “kike” and “nigger.” 

The original Freedom awards were given to Westbrook Pegler, George Sokolsky, 
and the Chicago Tribune’s Colonel Robert McCormick. 

Some American Federation of Labor unions which received awards turned them 
down because they didn’t like the company the Foundation keeps. 

Is the General going to be a fellow traveler of the pro-Fascists? 


The American Federationist, official organ of the American Federation of 
Labor (AFL) through its president, William Green, telegraphed a request 
to “eliminate the AFL in your publicity and from consideration in any way 
whatsoever in making the awards.” The Electrical Workers Journal and the 
Congress of Industrial Organizations (CIO) did likewise. The International 
Brotherhood of Paper Makers, Paul L. Phillips, president, one of three labor 
unions included in the window dressing, wrote Freedoms Foundation it was 
“a phony front for wealthy men, no more dedicated to true democracy than 
is the National Association of Manufacturers... a massive propaganda 
agency for reactionaries and others Icaning towards Fascism.” 

But of course it is most likely that Eisenhower never heard about all this 
protest, inasmuch as the Foundation could have kept the matter secret, and 
the president was never known to have looked at a liberal weekly or news- 
paper, or read an intelligent book in his lifetime. 

On the other hand the standard commercial press was totally converted to 
Freedoms Foundation support by its program, which included an invitation 
to every editor and publisher in the land to “nominate editorials, cartoon 
strips, single cartoons . . . your own work or the work of others” for one of 
the home-made Nobel prizes. The newspaper owners were informed they 
would find the credo of the Foundation in Reader's Digest. 

This credo was written by Don Belding, chairman of Foote, Cone & Beld- 
ing, one of the nation’s biggest advertising agencies. It consisted of sixteen 
points. (Marx had ten in the Communist Manifesto, Coughlin’s Social Jus- 
tice had sixteen, Mussolini’s program for the Fascisti [incorporating most of 
Marx] ran to eighteen or nincteen.) Mr. Belding repeats the Bill of Rights of 
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the American Constitution (free worship, free speech, habeas corpus, ete. ) 
and adds these: 

“Right to own private property.” 

“Right to go into business, compete, make a profit.” 

“Right to bargain for goods and services in a free market.” 

“Right to freedom from ‘arbitrary’ government regulations and control.” 

Innocent as this credo may sound, it was adopted and is supported by all 
the corporations which have, whenever the administration was liberal and 
democratic, from FDR to LB], faced charges of monopoly, cartels, price- 
fixing, and the other usual free enterprise practices. 

Belding’s real purpose was more frankly stated at a conference of execu- 
tives of great corporations—members and leaders of the NAM, many of 
them his advertising clients. His proposal was to “merchandise” free enter- 
prise along with ordinary advertising. Pressure was to be brought on every 
newspaper and magazine, especially the country weeklies which reach the 
grass roots, and also on members of the House and Senate. 

“When you talk to people in lower income levels you find a large majority 
who wonder if the American capitalistic system is really right,” Belding said 
in his opening speech. “We must fight now or probably die later, because 
the forces against us are too strong to ignore.” Since all the forces are on the 
right or reactionary side, this statement can refer only to the majority of 
the people. 

To brainwash the American majority into accepting the NAM conception 
of free enterprise, Belding had a brilliant billion-dollar-a-year idea: He 
proposed to the corporations, and especially to the billionaire NAM adver- 
tisers, that they tithe themselves 10 per cent of the advertising budget to be 
used, not for promoting their goods, but for promoting their view of the 
American way of life. Since the annual advertising budget had surpassed 
ten billions, this would mean over a billion a year for five years to make 
“free enterprise” and “Americanism” synonymous. Actually, Freedoms 
Foundation is the instrument of this endeavor, since the billion-a-year plan 
did not work out. 

But Belding is only the junior partner in the founding of Freedoms 
Foundation. Its senior founder, and originator of the idea, although some- 
times mentioned, is never identified. When Huey Long said that if and 
when fascism comes to the United States it will be disguised as “American- 
ism” he could have had the Wall Street broker E. F. Hutton in mind. 

In every investigation made by the Senate the leading subsidizers of hate 
groups, anti-Semitic organizations, and purely fascist propaganda agencies 
were always named as Lammot and Irenée duPont, Alfred P. Sloan, the Pew 
Family, and Brokcr Hutton. This man had subscribed $5000 to the Crusad- 
ers, found by the Black Lobbying Committee to be the first openly and out- 
right fascist group in America: It was devoted to destroying Jabor unions; it 
spread anti-Semitic propaganda; its files showed favorable references to 
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Hitler; and its letters urged a campaign against Amcrican Jews as one way 
of getting membership and financial support. Mr. Justice Hugo L. Black 
signed this report. 

When American Action was founded, Hutton subscribed $2,500, and 
participated at the fund-raising dinner with Merwin K. Hart, the fascist 
agent. Hutton cooperated with Upton Close, a radio commentator finally 
driven off the air when his anti-Semitic diatribes became too much for even 
his most reactionary sponsors. Hutton contributed to the Committee for 
Constitutional Government. 

When Hutton got tired of distributing his money to organizations he could 
not control, he approached Belding with the plan to start one of their own. 
The two then interested Alfred P. Sloan, chairman of General Motors; and 
the three persuaded Coe & Milbank Foundation of New York and Crespi 
Foundation of Dallas to put up the bulk of the prize money. Hutton paid 
for the organization. 

When he learned of this new organization to propagandize Americanism, 
the American way of life, free enterprise, and all the other disguises fascism 
takes in America according to Huey Long, Dr. Leon Birkhead in his Friends 
of Democracy bulletin wrote: 


Edward F. Hutton, supporter of American Action, Inc., and admirer of New 
Jersey's Conde McGinley, recently suggested that awards be given annually to 
those making the best contribution to the American way of life. .. . 

Hutton should have added that his own definition of the American way differs 
vastly from that held by most Americans. 

For example: Hutton supported American Action, a coalition of Coughlinites, 
anti-Semites, Franco-apologists, and White Supremacy advocates. . . . Hutton 
helped distribute a newspaper published by Conde McGinley . . . even though 
McGinley’s literature is so far to the Right that it has characterized Robert Best, 
the man who was convicted for treason for broadcasting shortwave for the Nazis, 
as a “100 percent Christian American, whose only thought was for . . . his country.” 


The hypocrisy and total dishonesty of all the House Un-American Activi- 
ties Committees was again illustrated shortly after Dr. Birkhead mentioned 
the McGinley case. Congressman Harold H. Velde’s HUAC published its re- 
port, “Neo-Fascist and Hate Groups” (which was immediately denounced as 
a hoax and a fraud in the liberal weeklies). The report named only the most 
obvious and the least dangerous, such as the National Renaissance Party, 
which openly advocated Naziism for America, and the Conde McGinley 
family, which publishes neo-fascist literature. Says page 10 of the Velde 
report: 


The Committee further hopes that this report will alert both the Congress and 
the American public to dangers which must not be ignored. The National Renais- 
sance Party and the operators of Common Sense [the McGinleys] illustrate two 
types of subversion from the extreme Right. The Committee condemns any such 
resurgence of pro-fascist and hate activity. 
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And on page ll: 


Conde J. McGinley, Sr. began editing a miniature weekly paper in Newark, N.]., 
in 1946 under the various titles of Think, The Think, and Think Weekly. In June 
1947 the paper was issued under the name Common Sense. . . . 

McGinley’s allegedly anti-communist publication gave little indication of its 
subsequent level of propaganda. At the outset, its columns carried a certain amount 
of factual information on Communism. Beginning in 1948, however, Common 
Sense became increasingly outspoken in its statements of a pro-Nazi and anti- 
Semitic nature. It was soon almost exclusively a vehicle for the exploitation of 
ignorance, prejudice, and fear. 


The indictment was fine as far as it went: It did not, however, name the 
money back of the McGinley family; it did not name Broker E. F. Hutton 
as both a subsidizer and a contributor to the publications. Not even the 
New York Post, which exposed the McGinley anti-Semitism, named Hutton. 

When Freedoms Foundation began giving its home-made Nobel prizes to 
such persons as America’s No. 1 prostitute journalist, George Sokolsky, and 
“America’s No. 1 fascist columnist” (as Sam Pettengill was described in the 
House), only one newspaper I know showed any indignation. 

“Front groups,” said the York Gazette & Daily, “are not confined to Com- 
munists. There are in operation groups which are fronts for reactionary 
propaganda as well. Their false fronts are just as deceptive. .. .” After nam- 
ing Freedoms Foundation and others, it continued: 

“If the device of the ‘front organization’ is reprehensible for the extreme 
left, it should also be viewed with alarm on the reactionary right.” 

On another occasion this newspaper reported that FREEDOMS GROUP’S 
AMERICAN EAGLE HAS ONLY RIGHT WING. 

With the exception of Jackie Robinson and Westbrook Pegler, all the first 
awards went to writers of the Hearst newspaper chain, which had before 
Pearl Harbor opened its columns (for a $400,000 a year deal for its Inter- 
national News) to Hitler, Goebbels, Goering, and other Nazi leaders. In 
addition to Sokolsky, six Hearst writers, including the society gossip person 
“Cholly Knickerbocker,” the financial editor Leslie Gould, the business editor 
Merryle Stanley Rukeyser, got awards. Hearst nominated Hutton as its 
man-of-the-year. 

The most notable person worth a homegrown Nobel prize in 1954 was 
Senator Karl A. Mundt. 

Among institutions and corporations honored: 


U.S. Chamber of Commerce 
Investment Brokers Association 
Republic Steel Corporation 

American Medical Association 
National Association of Manufacturers 
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Occasionally there was a person on the liberal side who did not refuse the 
award or the cash; but any study of the past seventeen years will show that 
90 per cent of the recipients ranged all the way from extreme rightists to 
fascist agents, propagandists for Hitler before the war and Franco, after 
the war. 

In June, 1956, The Independent discovered that Broker Hutton had sud- 
denly become a syndicated columnist. In no time at all, after the New York 
Herald Tribune had begun printing him once a week he had added the fol- 
lowing three-times-a-week newspapers: Savannah Morning News, Idaho 
State Journal, Indianapolis News, a Times, Flint Journal, Long 
Island Daily Press, Charleston News & Courier, Knoxville Journal, Dallas 
Morning News, Houston Chronicle, Yakima Daily Republic. 

In addition to fifty-three daily newspapers Hutton soon appeared in 
numerous house organs of big business, including those of the Pepperidge 
Farm Co., Rexall Drugs, Colorado Fuel & Iron, American Steel & Wire Co., 
and Republic Steel. 

If Huey Long’s prediction ever comes true, if fascism comes to America 
disguised as “Americanism,” it will be made possible only because the vast 
majority of the newspapers are on the side of the Huttons and their Free- 
doms Foundations and because know- -nothings like ex-President Eisenhower 
play their game also. 


PART Ill 


McCarthyism 


Nineteen wt 


McCARTHY’S THREE 
MASTERMINDS 


There was a time, only a few years ago, when the United States passed 
through a state of fear—not, of course, anything like that I experienced in 
Moscow during the early days of Bolshevism when the Terror was a policy 
of the state—but nevertheless an era of fear. Another name for that period is 
McCarthyism. No one dared at that time to say that the man who had 
created this atmosphere which depressed all persons who had minds and 
feelings capable of being depressed was the senator from Wisconsin, a 
drunkard, an assassin (of character) who drove several of his victims to 
suicide, a habitual liar, as conscienceless a human being as ever became a 
power in American politics. 

The same press which made Martin Dies powerful and which to this 
day supports Un-American Activities Committees, was largely responsible 
for Senator Joseph R. McCarthy’s success for many years: Journalists helped 
make McCarthy, and a journalist did most to destroy him. He was the crea- 
ture of the press; he was destroyed by television. In a way. It would be more 
nearly correct to say that McCarthy destroyed himself. But the deus ex 
machina of that destruction was Edward R. Murrow who put together a 
telecast which is now a historic document. It was not only the truth; it was 
the truth fairly presented, entirely objective, both sides, both McCarthy 
sides so to speak. It showed McCarthy saying one thing and saying the 
opposite thing—in other words, McCarthy lying. It let McCarthy’s lies catch 
up with him. Newsreels of one years activities and statements were followed 
by newsreels of another year, and between the two McCarthy was cut down 
as with the blade of a guillotine. McCarthy’s habitual use of character assas- 
sination, his biases, his absolute falsehoods became apparent even to the 
general public which saw and heard the actual and factual CBS broadcast 
made up of episodes in which McCarthy had been glorified, posing, playing 
an American Mussolini on a balcony, amidst universal applause for a long 
time. 
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Of the three “masterminds” (the term is Look magazine’s) who made 
McCarthy and directed his terrible career, the first was Fulton Lewis, Jr., 
and the two others were Westbrook Pegler and George Sokolsky. These three 
devoted their radio quarter hours and their syndicated columns to: MeCar- 
thy’s foul purposes, reaching a large part of the American public. At one 
time Lewis was heard over 406 of Mutual’s 560 stations—an audience of 
4,500,000—and at another time it was reported that 225 stations which had 
no advertisers sponsoring the so-called golden voice of reaction put him on 
the air either because the owners favored his views or the listeners called 
for them. Pegler’s syndicate claimed he had 8,000,000 readers, and Sokolsky 
had millions of Hearst newspaper chain readers. 

In the “approved” biography of Fulton Lewis, Jr., by Boonton Herndon 
the “deep friendship” between the commentator and the character assassin 
is emphasized—he was “as close to Senator McCarthy as any other man on 
the national scene.” As late as the Army hearings which started the downfall, 
Lewis was “in constant touch, sometimes making suggestions that McCarthy 
carried out.” When Murrow’s CBS documentary completed the downfall, 
Lewis used his WOR-Mutual network’s full quarter hour for rebuttal, and 
later joined McCarthy in an attack on “segments of the press.” Others of the 
journalistic Right who defended McCarthy were William F. Buckley; Ralph 
de Toledano; John T. F lynn; Robert F. Hurleigh, who sometimes substituted 
for Lewis, later Mutual’s president; Eugene Lyons, senior editor of Reader's 
Digest; Felix Morley; and Harold Lord Varney, onetime co-worker with 
Lawrence Dennis and Joseph Kamp in producing the first American fascist 
magazine, The Awakener. 

When Colonel Robert R. McCormick sponsored his own extremist right- 
wing organization, For America, Senator McCarthy and Fulton Lewis gave 
him help. With McCarthy at the first meeting in Carncgie Hall, New York, 
were Daniel Smoot of Facts Forum, sponsored by H. L. Hunt, and the pro- 
fessional anti-Semite and Franco propagandist, Merwin K. Hart. The event 
was distinguished by the loudest booing ever given a president of the 
United States: The man they all hated was Eisenhower. Lewis became the 
chief exponent of For America, giving a small fortune of his network time to 
soliciting support and demanding that it get a tax exemption. Colonel 
McCormick was the owner of WGN (the radio station’s call letters stand 
for World’s Greatest Newspaper!) and part owner of Mutual. 

For those who believe in coincidences, it may be noted that, of the three 
McCarthy masterminds, two had been employees of the National Associa- 
tion of Manufacturers, and the third the favorite columnist quoted and re- 
printed by that all-powerful organization. One of the NAM’s pamphlets, 
“What’s Going On In America” was sent to its entire list of anti-liberal 
and anti-labor members and organizations reprinting the Pegler columns 
from the Scripps-Howard newspapers. (Others included were David Law- 
rence of U.S, News and Frank Kent of the Baltimore Sun.) One of the 
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NAM’; affiliates, the Associated Industries of Cleveland, prefaced a column 
in which Pegler said of the union labor movement, “I am more afraid of 
that than of Hitler” with a suggestion that recipients write letters to the 
newspapers approving Pegler: “All industrialists of course realize what an 
unparalleled service Westbrook Pegler is rendering through his daily 
column.” 

Fulton Lewis was the openly hired voice of the NAM, Sokolsky the 
secretly paid agent while ostensibly a correspondent of the New York Times 
and columnist of the Herald Tribune. 

When I published an item during World War II saying Lewis was 
broadcasting Big Business propaganda—Senator Harry Truman had begun 
his investigation of several corporations and had called the Standard Oil 
contract with the Nazis “treason”—Lewis wrote me: 


Your little publication [In fact] has tremendous influence and a tremendous 
and loyal following. You have built up what I have tried to build up over the air 
—a feeling among your readers that you are telling them the truth, the whole truth, 
and nothing but the truth—and I think you do that within the usual human quali- 
fications of all of us. 


In following letters, Fulton Lewis wrote he had never heard of the three 
sensational Senate investigations of the NAM, in one of which its members 
were accused of employing 90 per cent of all the thugs and spies in industry 
and 50 per cent of all the tear gas and machineguns used by corporations— 
“that statement seems fantastic, extreme, and too much to swallow’—but if 
I could send the documentation he would be “glad to help publicize it the 
nation over.” (I sent the extract of the La Follette report No. 24 which 
includes the statement: “Some 45 companies making the largest contribu- 
tions to, and exerting great influence in the National Association of Manu- 
facturers purchased over 55% of the tear gas and tear gas equipment sold 
to the industry,” but of course Lewis never publicized any of this kind of 
evidence. ) 

In another of Mr. Lewis’s honest-sounding letters he wrote: “I heartily 
disapprove of anti-labor propaganda, whether it be by the NAM or by any 
other organization, and I strongly resent and challenge anyone to cite any 
statement that I have ever made that has been anti-labor.” 

Richard Frankensteen, vice president of the United Auto Workers, testi- 
fied before the Federal Communications Commission that most of Lewis’s 
broadcasts were anti-labor. He had had prepared an exhibit by an expert 
analyst over a two-month period. Under the heading “Fulton Lewis Un- 
masked,” Frankensteen wrote: 


This analyst showed that of all the 37 broadcasts dealing with labor, 21, or 57 
percent, were distinctly unfavorable. Only 9 cases were favorable, 24 percent 
were neutral. Only four broadcasts, or 10 percent balanced, although the general 
claim made by the radio industry is that all commentators give “balanced” pro- 
grams. 
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The National Maritime Union protested to Mutual that one of Lewis’s 
attacks on it was “a malicious lie” and demanded a retraction. NMU was 
joined by United Auto Workers demanding that the Federal Communica- 
tions Commission cancel the license for station WHKC because of Lewis's 
“bias and falsehoods.” It took Lewis seven weeks, and a threat of Mutual 
licenses being cancelled, to reply. He admitted he was 100 per cent ia error, 
the union 100 per cent right. 

Unions are powerful, and they have money for libel suits. But individuals 
without money who protest that Mutual has libeled and slandered them 
do not even receive a reply. When my attorney wrote Mutual and the FCC, 
neither replied. Attorney O. John Rogge complained: 


My clients, In fact and its editor, George Seldes, were the victims of a disgrace- 
ful attack by Fulton Lewis, Jr. . . . largely a repetition of libelous statements pre- 
viously published by Eugene Lyons, whose reliability you may judge by examining 
your files. These will disclose that the writings of Lyons have provided the texts 
for Nazi broadcasts picked up by your [FCC’s] monitoring service. . . . 

It is my belief that the failure of the Mutual Broadcasting System to grant 
the radio time requested by Mr. Seldes is a violation of both the letter and the 
spirit of the Communications Act of 1934. ... 


In a libel trial in Washington in 1959, Mrs. Pearl A. Wanamaker of Seattle 
testified that in one fifteen-minute broadcast by Lewis her career as an 
educator was ruined. Mr. Lewis has mistakenly used her name for a woman 
whose brother had gone into Communist territory and renounced his Ameri- 
can citizenship. 

Mrs. Wanamaker was awarded $45,000 against Lewis, Mutual, and Sta- 
tion WWDC, and an additional $100,000 against Lewis and Mutual for 
broadcasts elsewhere. This was the biggest libel judgment ever given in 
the District of Columbia. 

For the purpose of character-assassination of persons in public life, the 
newspapers and radio break all the canons of journalism; they also do some- 
thing which is supposedly never never never done: They repeat dead news. 

The best example and irrefutable proof I have of this statement concerns 
the attack by Fulton Lewis on Harry Hopkins and Henry A. Wallace. 

The first news item, a proved falsification, is under an eight-column head- 
line, dated October 13, 1946: 


SALE OF A-BOMB ORE TO REDS 
NEW DEAL RELEASED URANIUM IN 1943 


There was not a line of fact or evidence. Within a day or two the honest 
papers which had published this falsehood retracted, several even apolo- 
gized, but many hid a few words and some refused to admit the fake. Every 
newspaper in America knew that this story was untrue, and that it had lent 
itself to a journalistic crime. 


Nevertheless, on December 5, 1949, three years later, the American press, 
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or at least 90 per cent of it, in its eagerness to attack the FDR and Truman 
administrations, published the very same very dead very false news item, 
under the headline: 

REDS GOT ATOM ORE IN 743 

Among the honorable exceptions was the New York Times which refused 
to mention the Fulton Lewis broadcast; also the New York Post and Com- 
pass, all of which reached a very small percentage of the millions who heard 
the broadcaster, 

Hopkins was dead. Ex-Vice President Wallace sent a telegram to the 
Un-American Committee protesting “the continuous character assassination 
over the Mutual Broadcasting network, and through the press, by the [New 
York] World-Telegram and the United Press.” 

Lieutenant General Leslie Groves, director of the project which developed 
the atom bomb, appeared before the sub-committee of the House Un-Ameri- 
can Activities Committee to repudiate the broadcast by Lewis based on 
previously discredited allegations. Curiously enough, when Life magazine 
reported the Lewis charges false, it received 381 letters of which “351 de- 
nounced Life and praised Radio Commentator Fulton Lewis Jr., 36 of these 
canceled subscriptions to Life. Thirty praised Life’s editorial. . . . 

“Life’s reporter at Great Falls, Mont., thoroughly checked the charges of 
ex-Major George Racey Jordan and Commentator Lewis ... , Life’s Wash- 
ington staff checked exhaustively with the FBI, the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission, the U.S. Army and the Air Force intelligence officials.” All reported 
they “found nothing to substantiate the charges.” 

Said the New Republic (which reached about one-three-hundredth of the 
audience influenced by Lewis): 


There will always be potential character-assassins like Westbrook Pegler and 
Fulton Lewis Jr.; the new feature in modern life is the machinery for mass dissemi- 
nation that makes them nationally potent. If it weren’t for the Hearsts and the 
Mutual Networks they would be simple sports writers whose malevolent bias 
would be the joke of their associates. In Lewis’ case, since the Mutual Network 
won't take responsibility for its man, the ultimate power lies in the Federal Com- 
munications Commission, which has authority to police the air. 


And Bishop G. Bromley Oxnam of the Methodist Chureh wrote: “The 
great profession of journalism and radio broadcasting is disgraced by some 
columnists who have ceased to be public servants. Their columns and broad- 
casts are filled with deliberate presentation of half-truths and falsehood.” 

The McCarthyites in their heydays ruined many careers, many lives. 
Some have gone to their final resting places, others have joined the Birch 
Society. Said Time (November 24, 1961): “At a Boston conclave of far-out 
right-wingers, rampaging columnist-commentator Fulton Lewis Jr., won wild 
applause by repudiating the moderation of the John Birch Society in merely 
urging the impeachment of Supreme Court Chief Justice Earl Warren. 
Foamed Lewis: ‘I would lynch Earl Warren.’ ” 
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Like Westbrook Pegler, another McCarthy mastermind, Mr. Lewis advo- 
cates lynching. 


Fulton Lewis, Jr., and the Nazis oN 


Rumors that among the tons of captured German documents were several 
relating Fulton Lewis, Jr., with the Nazis, were turned into documented 
facts when Charles Van Devander published articles in the New York Post 
and Senator (later Vice President) Hubert Humphrey inserted them in the 
Congressional Record. Newspapers which did not have the courage of the 
Post could now, if they wished, publish this exposé without fear of libel 
suits. 

“Throughout this period,” the Van Devander story reads, referring to 
pre-Pearl Harbor war preparations in America, “Lewis was on terms of 
close personal friendship with members of the Germany embassy staff here 
[Washington]. Their reports to Berlin, which were captured and are now 
in possession of this government, eventually will require some comment— 
in the form of denial or explanation from Mutual’s star Washington com- 
mentator. ...” 

Van Devander challenged the administration to publish the documents. 
The Post’s big headlines read: 

NAZI FILES SAY FULTON LEWIS JR. 
OFFERED ADVICE TO HITLER IN 1940 
and the text referred to him as “a volunteer adviser to Hitler in 1940. .~ . 

“One report, written by Kurt Sell, then press adviser to the German em- 
bassy in Washington, transmitted a suggestion—attributed to Lewis—as to 
how Hitler might bring the war to a quick and satisfactory end. Sell, who 
was head of the Washington bureau of DNB [Deutsche Nachrichten Buro| 
German news service, identified the Mutual broadcaster to his superior as a 
close personal friend and as an ‘admirer of Germany and the Fiihrer’. . . .” 

The rest of this column is devoted to Lewis’s denials—this is an amusing 
fact because Lewis never accords to persons he has attacked the right to 
defend themselves, and neither does Mutual Broadcasting give Lewis’s vic- 
tims a hearing. 

The Post asked editorially what Lewis, “radio’s Golden Voice of Reaction,” 
would have done if he had a comparable story on a liberal commentator, 
and replied: “He would have run, not walked to the nearest microphone and 
presented the findings as conclusive evidence that commentator Doe was a 
Russian agent who had consorted shamelessly with the Russian embassy 
and volunteered free counsel to the Kremlin. He would have interpreted any 
denials as proof of guilt. He would have cried treason and no questions 
asked.” 

Senator Humphrey wrote letters to the Secretaries of War and State 
insisting on the publication of the documents, saying that “the charge that 
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a prominent radio commentator secretly collaborated with Nazi agents and 
offered free advice to Hitler is a shocking one.” 

The Post itself said editorially it did not “contend that Lewis was a Nazi 
agent”; the radio commentator devoted his entire “news” broadcast one night 
to attacking what he called “a minor New York newspaper of extreme leftist 
tinge,” and the disclosures “distortions, misrepresentations, quotations taken 
out of context, and downright lies.” The Post published this attack upon it- 
self; but it now added, “there is a weird irony in his lament that he has 
been unjustly accused; Lewis is an old hand at character assassination. . . 
We waited for a devastating rebuttal. It never came. ... All that Lewis 
offers in reply is a letter Sell wrote to Drew Pearson in 1947 when uncon- 
firmed rumors that the U.S. had uncovered this data in the Nazi files first 
reached Washington. In that letter Sell admitted that he and Lewis dis- 
cussed ‘peace’ prospects in 1940 but denied that Lewis submitted a formal 
plan of action. He claimed a ‘drunken’ Nazi official exaggerated the report. 
What Lewis didn’t tell his radio audience last night was that Sell sent him 
a copy of his letter to Pearson with this notation: ‘I have done my best to 
kill things as far as you are concerned. Please, Fulton, keep it to yourself.’ ” 

On July 14, 1950, Senator Humphrey placed all the documents in the 
Lewis-Nazi affair in the Congressional Record, pages 10295-98, including 
Lewis’s radio reply in which incidentally he refers to Humphrey as “the 
radical Democrat from Minnesota” and lumps “communist-front organiza- 
tions” and some newspapers, magazines, radio commentators, and columnists 
as trying “to discredit and destroy me” with “scurrilous and slanderous” 
articles. Humphrey placed in the Record not only the letter Sell wrote to 
Lewis in an attempt to “clear” him but also the letter Sell wrote which Lewis 
in part suppressed (Exhibit 5, p. 10298) informing Lewis that Pearson had 
got hold of the damning documents, that he, Sell, had tried to suppress 
everything, and that Lewis should keep secret—‘“do not tell anyone, and 
above all do not tell Pearson that I sent this to you.” 

Senator Humphrey concluded his remarks with these words: “With these 
letters and these documents, the facts are now public, and available for 
examination and judgment by the American people.” 

But were they? 

My newsletter devoted an entire issue’ to the documentation and stated: 
“When Senator Humphrey inserted them in the Congressional Record they 
became public property, and they were not only a sensational news story 
of the first order but libel-proof as well. However, the big New York City 
papers, the Times and the Herald Tribune, and naturally the Hearst press 
which publishes and syndicates a column by Lewis, and many great news- 
papers throughout the nation refused to publish this documented exposé.” 
Readers throughout the United States wrote me confirming my first reports 
of suppression. 
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Pegler: Advocate of Lynching 


It is impossible for me to understand how anyone in America can defend 
the press in the face of scores of documented facts such as this one: 117 
daily newspapers with a circulation of 6,186,000 published an article defend- 
ing a lynching; and some years later 125 or more dailies published a column 
by the same writer deploring thc failure of an assassin to kill President 
Franklin D. Roosevelt; and again at a still later date, wrote his regrets that 
two Puerto Rican would-be assassins had missed killing President Harry 
Truman. 

These are but three of the episodes in the history of Westbrook Pegler, 
who began his columnar career under the auspices of Press Lord Roy How- 
ard, head of the Scripps-Howard chain, several syndicates, and the United 
Press, the second largest news agency in the country, one of the largest in 
the world; continued to address millions under the auspices of the unspeak- 
able Hearst; and concluded his career as a contributor to the John Birch 
Society magazine. 

How can one speak out in defense of the American press when two of 
its most powerful lords, Howard and Hearst, were the sponsors of a man 
who approved of murder—the murder of two of our presidents? Or of a 
lynching? 

This last item was actually Pegler’s first. Two white men had been lynched 
in California. Pegler’s approval began with these words: “As one of the 
rabble, I will admit that I said ‘Fine, that is swell,’ when the papers came 
up that recent day, telling of the lynching of the two men who killed the 
young fellow in California, and that I haven’t changed my mind for all the 
storm of right-mindedness which has blown up since.” 

All Roy Howard did was to tell his sports-writer-turncd-columnist it 
would be better to wait a few days, and they did, and the lynching column 
appeared on December 13, 1933. 

From mid-December, 1933, to May 4, 1964, when the dictator of the Birch 
Society wrote that he was unhappy over Pegler’s contributions to American 
Opinion, this man—for fifty or sixty thousand dollars a year, or perhaps 
more—continued to plant similar ideas in the minds of millions. 

The American Newspaper Guild protested to the U.S. Army that the 
appearance of Pegler’s views in the soldiers’ weekly Stars and Stripes “raises 
a question as to whether a victory of the United States against the fascist 
Axis is worth while.” (When no one would print the Guild resolution that 
the column be discontinued, it was sent to In fact.) 

The National Association for the Advancement of Colored People 
(NAACP) protested to Howard against Pegler’s attack on the two leading 
Negro newspapers, the Chicago Defender and Pittsburgh Courier; and when 
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Howard refused to print as much as a letter to the editor, the NAACP sent 
the protest to In fact. 

Drew Pearson sued Pegler for $250,000 charging libel. The New York 
standard press refused to report this news. Pearson had written a report that 
the late Secretary of Defense James Forrestal before committing suicide 
had for a long time suffered from hallucinations, one being that the Soviets 
were about to invade the United States, all of which had influenced Ameri- 
can foreign and Cold War policy. Pegler’s attack on Pearson was so per- 
sonal that the suit alleged malice, slander, and libel. 

The Providence Journal made a fifteen-week survey of the four leading 
writers for the mass media. It found that Pegler wrote 72 columns—45 per 
cent devoted to attacking Roosevelt alive and dead, 32 per cent attacking 
Truman, 14 per cent attacking labor and unionism. The survey found it 
was not clear whether Pegler’s hatred for the Roosevelt family began with 
a distrust of democracy or whether he went from hating FDR to hating 
democratic government. Another thing noted by the Providence Journal was 
Pegler’s strange preoccupation with sex, writing about the sex life of Roose- 
velt, the sex life of relatives of the Roosevelts, the sex life of State Depart- 
ment employees. 

At one time Pegler suggested that one of his patriotic readers journey 
to Hyde Park and deface the President's grave there. 

(Congressman Andrew Jacobs of Indiana, one of the many democratic 
leaders who had been victims of Pegler’s poison pen, placed the foregoing 
survey in the Congressional Record. ) 

At an appearance before a congressional committee's investigation, Peg- 
ler had testified: 

- “I am not interested in democracy, except to oppose it.” 

Here are some other gems from the brilliant writings of this columnist 

approved by his employers and even his book reviewers: 


I just shut my eyes and swing at any old thing. 

I may be deceived by my own prejudices. 

The fact that I do not think things through is no proof that I am unable to do so, 
and those who leap to this conclusion are themselves guilty of slapdash thinking. 
I can think things through, but I don’t like to because I always arrive at conclu- 
sions very disagreeable to me and find myself in the company of persons and be- 
liefs with whom and with which I would not be found dead. 

I am also an enthusiastic believer in red-baiting. 

Not that I ever feel any actual need of corroboration in my convictions—some 
of which are unique, not to say absurd. 

. clearly the bounden duty of all intelligent Americans to proclaim and prac- 
tice bigotry. 


The last quotation is from one of his fairly recent contributions to the 
Birch Society magazine. 
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One of the nice things about being a columnist is that when you are sued 
for libel (and accused of slander and character assassination and falsehood ) 
none of your hundred or more newspapers will publish reports of the trials 
and your being found guilty, and most of the other newspapers will stand 
by and also suppress the news. 

Long before Westbrook Pegler was found guilty of lying maliciously 
about his onetime friend Quentin Reynolds, one of Louis Nizer’s brilliant 
cases, he was sued right and left and no one published the news (except 
In fact). In November, 1949, for example, there were six suits for libel pend- 
ing against Pegler and the Hearst syndicate, the most important being that 
of the head of International Latex Corporation, A. N. Spanel. Mr. Spanel 
at that time was quite a liberal, reprinting as paid advertisements articles 
and editorials favoring liberal ideas—Pegler attacked him as a Communist 
and fellow traveler. On Novembcr 2, 1949, Pegler was forced by Hearst, 
who stood to lose a lot of money, to print a retraction. 

No poor man could sue Pegler and Hearst because it takes about $5,000 
to start a suit, and five or ten times as much to see it through. Mr. Spanel 
could sue; he is a millionaire. Others, victims of worse character assassina- 
tion, could not afford it. 

The press—not only the 117 or 125 Pegler papers, with seven or eight 
million readers, but the Scripps-Howard papers with about the same num- 
ber for whom Pegler had previously written his column—continued their 
silence when critics of the Pegler policy spoke up. Among them was The 
Wage Earner, organ of the Association of Catholic Trade Unionists, which 
proposed a “Pray for Westbrook Pegler Day” in the belief that prayer might 
result in the columnist rejoining “the forces working for social justice and 
economic democracy.” 

Representative Charles Savage of Washington said during a debate: “Mr. 
Chairman ... Members have taken the floor today to defend Fulton Lewis 
Jr... . It is my opinion that in the radio field he stands the same as West- 
brook Pegler does in the newspaper field. . . . I think he is one of the most 
dishonest reporters the American people have on the radio.” This was re- 
ported in the Congressional Record but not in the press. 

Representative Arthur G. Klein of New York was one of the first to criti- 
cize Pegler. He proposed that the House establish an Annual Reward for 
Journalistic Infamy, and that Pegler get the first medal. The press was not 
interested. Here is part of the statement from the Congressional Record: 


2 


Westbrook Pegler yesterday struck an all-time journalistic low. 

With a scatological skill which could spring only from a sick mind and soul, 
he dipped his brush in corruption across almost every institution revered by 
Americans. 

In less than 1500 dirty words he succeeded in splattering with filth American 
democracy, patriotism, the Roman Catholic Church, motherhood, marriage, the 
Jewish community, the brave men living and dead who have defended this nation 
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against foreign danger and international corruption, the Irish nation, and every 
basic principle of human dignity and decency. 

If Pegler proved anything, it was that only the American tradition of a free 
press would provide an outlet to his vileness. . . . 


The text of Mr. Klein’s resolution: 


Resolved, That there is hereby created the Joint Commission on the Westbrook 
Pegler Annual Award of Journalistic Infamy . . . the 1949 recipient shall be West- 
brook Pegler. 

The commission may, at its discretion but without cost to the United States, 
cause a plaque to be manufactured to symbolize the award; and if it elects to do 
so the following suggested design shall have due consideration: A rectangular 
shield transversed by a double cross, surrounded by a turkey buzzard rampant on 
a field of ord, with jackal couchant in the left upper quarter and the symbol of 
figures of Truth and Decency outraged, supine in the left lower quarter. 


Mr. Klein then told the House, “I was warned in advance I would suffer 
from these releases [to the press, of foregoing resolution, which no standard 
New York paper published—the Compass did]. I was told that Westbrook 
Pegler would shadow me, investigate me, denounce me, defame me. I was 
told he would plant spies in my office and in my home, magnify every fault 
in my being, and pour out upon me the venom of his ingrown, hate-con- 
sumed personality. I was told that I would be made the peg of more and 
worse attacks against my religious faith. I was warned that the newspapers 
would not print my rebuttal to the Peglerism which was directed against 
the privilege and dignity of this honored House. 

“Nevertheless, there are times when a man cannot remain silent. .. .” 

Pegler was one of the three journalists closest to Senator Joseph McCarthy 
and most responsible for McCarthyism. 

In 1962, after Pegler had been with the Hearst press for many years, he 
went over to the Birch Society and contributed a regular monthly article 
to its magazine, American Opinion. He attacked both the living and the 
dead, Eleanor Roosevelt, FDR, Governor Herbert H. Lehman, Adlai Steven- 
son, Robert F. Kennedy, and President John F. Kennedy. 

When Eleanor Roosevelt died he honored her memory with a vile attack, 
likening her relationship to the presidency with that of Polly Adler, who had 
been the madame of a notorious bordello. Even Birchites protested this 
article and Welch apologized. 

Years earlier Pegler had written a column about the attempted assassina- 
tion of President Franklin Roosevelt in which Mayor Anton J. Cermak of 
Chicago was killed—Pegler said the assassin, Joseph Zangara, shot “the 
wrong man.” Now, in 1963 in the Birch magazine Pegler wrote that if 
Zangara had been a better marksman he “would have been a great bene- 
factor of mankind.” 
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Between 1962 and 1964 Pegler’s regular articles and lectures for the John 
Birch Society began more and more to include anti-Semitic remarks. (Like 
scores of other persons who joined the pro-fascist and anti-communist 
propaganda camp, including Mussolini himself among whose chief financial 
angels was the Jewish Milan banker Toeplitz, Pegler eventually became 
a raving anti-Semite.) Pegler used an old trick, listing only Jewish names 
when referring to persons sympathetic to Soviet Russia or to Communism— 
it is the same trick which the Soviets employed under Stalin, when only 
Jewish names were published in Pravda and Izvestia of persons accused of 
blackmarketeering and other “anti-social” activities. Welch obviously was 
aware that his most famous writer was anti-Semitic because he frequently 
wrote an accompanying paragraph to Pegler’s vulgar and reckless and almost 
incredibly illogical and ignorant articles, saying on one occasion that Pegler 
“has the temerity to hold a few prejudices that do not coincide with my 
own. 

What eventually became of Pegler is told in some detail by Arnold 
Forster and Benjamin R. Epstein in Danger on the Right. Pegler began to 
outdo the anti-Semitic propaganda of Father Charles A. Coughlin; the 
Reverend Gerald L. K. Smith; the radio spokesman Upton Close; and Mer- 
win K. Hart, the agent for fascist Spain and head of the National Economic 
Committee. Appearing before a Hollywood women’s club, “Friends of 
Westbrook Pegler,” he delivered “a blatant, gutter-level, anti-Jewish specch, 
replete with references to ‘kikes’ and ‘sheenies’ and to ‘geese —a term Pegler 
applied to Jews because, as he explained, the Jew talks with a hiss like a 
goose, devours everything in front of him and fouls up everything in back 
Of hiner. 

“Pegler then referred to the Nazi effort in Germany to exterminate Jews. 
He said Hitler and Goebbels were so worked up that they began stuffing 
the poor Jews in gas ovens. Pegler added sarcastically that the victims 
were of course Communists, but that didn’t count, did it? . . . 

“Finally, Pegler said, the Jews had ‘suckered’ Americans into fighting 
‘their war, and that the real Americans one day woke up and found them- 
selves on the beaches of Normandy. When they came home, he added, they 
found the best homes and the best jobs already taken by Jews, and the only 
things the suckers could do was to keep from starving.” 

Forster and Epstein also chronicle this episode: On Thanksgiving Day, 
1962, at the Stork Club, “Pegler became so boisterous in discussing David 
Ben-Gurion, the former Israeli Prime Minister, that the Stork Club’s owner, 
Sherman Billingsley, had him ejected. Pegler sat in the street. When a noted 
columnist later left the club, Pegler screamed “kike son-of-a-bitch” and 
“Jew-communist” at him, and when a Negro chauffeur tried to help him 
to his feet, Pegler screamed “Nigger bastard.” 

The Anti-Defamation League wrote to Robert Welch about certain openly 
admitted Birchites engaging in distributing anti-Semitic propaganda, and 
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incidentally mentioned the Pegler episodes. It took Mr. Welch eight months 
to reply—and he said he was “quite unhappy” with some Pegler writings 
and had held up publishing several articles although he had paid for them. 
By May, 1964, Welch and Pegler had separated. The Welch letter did not 
answer the question, Forster and Epstein conclude, concerning why the 
Birch Society attracts the likes of a Pegler. 


The Third Master Mind 


The third in the triumvirate of master minds behind Senator Joseph McCar- 
thy and McCarthyism was George Sokolsky, the Hearst columnist syndi- 
cated throughout the United States, and reaching many millions of readers. 
Look places Fulton Lewis first; Time magazine gives the impression it was 
Sokolsky. It revealed that it was probably this columnist who brought Roy 
M. Cohn and G. David Schine to glitter in the McCarthy constellation. He 
was the consultant for all three of them, and acted as go-between in the cli- 
mactic dispute when he proposed a deal by which the Army would give 
Private Schine special treatment and McCarthy would promise to stop or 
ease up on his Army investigation. 

In Time’s biography it states that Sokolsky “was paid by the Chinese 
government to develop its information service.” He was paid by the Chinese, 
and he sold out to the Japanese, and got money from both sides—but no 
newspaper ever reported this fact; it was published in The Nation. 

While Sokolsky was correspondent for the New York Times in China he 
was exposed by the Nye-Vandenberg Munitions Investigation as secretly 
engaged in a sale of 7.9 cartridges to T. V. Soong, Chinese finance minister 
and brother of the wife of Chiang Kai-shek. 

The foreign correspondent then went to the Herald Tribune. The La Fol- 
lette Committee on Violations of Free Speech and Rights of Labor in its 
Report No. 6, part 6, accusing the National Association of Manufacturers of 
“secrecy and deception,” named its Six Star Service (syndicating writing by 
noted persons) and George Sokolsky’s service (strikebreaking speeches). 

At this point the Herald Tribune, which had published falsehoods and 
libels written by Sokolsky, finally parted company with him and, after a 
short spell at the New York Sun, he finally found his bed in the bordello 
operated by William Randolph Hearst. 

Although it was Mrs. Elizabeth Dilling who originated the notorious 
McCarthy device of “guilt by association,” it was Sokolsky who instructed 
McCarthy in its use. He also defended it. In one of his Hearst columns he 
noted that there were persons whose “sole allegiance is to the International 
Party” who ought to be exposed. “Therefore,” he continued, “a technique 
has been worked out which, while not always accurate and sometimes even 
unfair, is the best there is. The technique is to collect documents, petitions, 
letterheads, programs, newspaper clippings, to the end that names men- 
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tioned may be recorded on cards and cross-indexed. By this means, a patter 
[sic] of association and of public activity comes to the surface.” Mrs. Dill- 
ings The Red Network, which listed Jane Addams and Eleanor Roosevelt 
as “reds,” was based on this system of letterhead association. It had the 
endorsement of Hitler’s chief propaganda outlet, Welt-Dienst, but no guilt 
by association with the Nazis ever hurt anyone in America, not even Fulton 
Lewis, Jr. 

“In this manner,” concluded Sokolsky, “the so-called Red lists have been 
compiled. The best known of these lists are those of the House Un-Ameri- 
can Activities Committee, the Tenney Committee in California, Counter- 
Attack, and its book “Red Channels’ and the private researches of Dr. 
J. B. Matthews. 

“The lists may not stand up in courts of law under our rules of evi- 
dence... .” 

In numerous cases of libel, notably that of John Henry Faulk, the lists 
not only did not stand up, they fell down, and their publishers were found 
guilty of malicious libel and forced to pay the highest judgments in history. 

According to the Sokolsky-McCarthy association and letterhead lists, all 
officers and members of the League of American Writers were reds because 
a number were without doubt dues-paying Communists. The most noted - 
but never publicized member of the League was Franklin Delano Roosevelt. 

The newspapers which publicized Sokolsky knew that he had been or 
was a foreign agent, working for the Chinese and secretly selling them out 
to the Japanese (as late as December 2, 1941, five days before Pearl Harbor 
he wrote in the Sun, “In spite of bellicose talk, the Japanese want no war 
with us”); that he was exposed by the Nye Committee as secretly engaged 
in munitions smuggling to Chinese agents; that he was the leading writer 
of six used by the National Association of Manufacturers “with secrecy 
and deceit” for strikebreaking purposes; that he received $28,599 for propa- 
ganda from the American Iron and Steel Institute while writing for the New 
York Times, and $40,000 from Hill & Knowlton, a publicity firm used by 
anti-labor corporations and organizations, the tobacco-cancer industry, and 
the like, while writing for the Herald Tribune, the Sun, and the Hearst 
newspapers, 

When Hearst took him over, it published a two-page advertisement in 
Editor & Publisher boasting that Sokolsky was appearing in important news- 
papers. This followed the three reports by Senate Committees in which 
Sokolsky was exposed as the most highly paid journalistic crook in America. 
What therefore can these papers say in defense: The Philadelphia Inquirer, 
St. Louis Globe-Democrat, Cincinnati Times-Star, Chicago Herald-Express, 
San Francisco Call-Bulletin, Los Angeles Herald-Express, Pittsburgh Sun- 
Telegraph, Baltimore News-Post, Detroit Times, Boston American “and 
many other important newspapers”? 

T use the word “crook” correctly. On the one occasion I met George 
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Sokolsky we were both dinner guests at the home of a Wall Street attorney 
on Central Park West. Sokolsky asked me what I was doing. I replied, “free- 
lancing.” He said: “Youll never make money that way. The way to make 
money in the newspaper business is to be a crook. But don’t be a little crook, 
Seldes, be a big crook. I am a big crook.” 

This man was the greatest prostitute of the press in his time. There have 
always been prostitutes. But what of his employers, the Press Lords Howard 
and Hearst, and what about the hundreds of newspapers who published 
this prostituted columnist every day of his life for thirty years or more? 
They were, it may be said, merely exercising their right of freedom of the 
press, guaranteed them under the First Amendment of the Constitution of 
the United States. 


Twenty st 


JOE McCARTHY AND 
FATHER WALSH 


There are several versions of the origin of McCarthyism (not one of which 
ever appeared in the commercial newspaper press), but all agree on one per- 
son as the author: Father Edmund Walsh. 

In The Crucial Decade Eric F. Goldman tells of a dinner at the Colony 
Club, Washington, where Senator McCarthy discussed a program for his 
political campaign with Attorney William A. Roberts, Professor Charles H. 
Kraus of Georgetown University, and Father Edmund Walsh, vice president 
of Georgetown University and regent of its School of Foreign Service. 

The St. Lawrence Seaway was then a controversial issue: The House of 
Morgan had opposed it for years and Senator George D. Aiken of Vermont 
had made an electrifying speech in which he denounced one thousand 
Americans as blocking the progress of the United States. Another subject was 
a Townsend-type pension for the aged. Professor Kraus had previously sent 
Walsh’s book Total Power to McCarthy, and when Walsh suggested that 
communism be made the main political plank he leaped to the hook. 

William T. Evjue tells a fuller story of the meeting in his Madison Capital 
Times, the Wisconsin daily which had had the courage for many years to 
expose McCarthy, including the Senator's tax dodging, which out-of-state 
newspapers refused to mention. Evjue wrote: 


Contrary to belief, McCarthy was never strongly anti-Communist. He had the 
help of Wisconsin Communists in defeating the late Senator Robert LaFollette. ... 
He paid no attention to the communist issue the first three years he was in the 
Senate. 

But on January 7, 1950 he was having dinner at the Colony Club. .. . McCarthy 
was in trouble because of his income tax scandals back home and his troubles 
with the Supreme Court and the Bar Association. He told his dinner companions 
that he needed an issue in 1952 to divert attention from his record. . .. He was 
intrigued with the suggestion that Communism would fit his need. A month later 
he made his famous speech in Wheeling, W. Va., in which he said there were 207 
Communists in the State Department. 


TS2Z 
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Drew Pearson is the only person having access via the mass media to mil- 
lions of persons—who reported the same meeting, the same suggestion by 
Father Walsh. On another occasion (April 8, 1960) the Pearson column 
stated that “McCarthy got his strongest support from Boston. McCarthy also 
got heavy financial support from Jack’s father [Joseph P. Kennedy]. And at 
one conference in the Kennedy home on Cape Cod the elder Kennedy, Car- 
dinal Spellman, and McCarthy mapped the latter’s strategy.” 

But the significance of Father Walsh as the eminence grise of McCarthy- 
ism is strongly affirmed by the “Report to F.D.R.” prepared by the inde- 
pendent Protestant Episcopal journal, The Churchman: 


The domestic cold war climaxed in what has become a world-wide term: Mc- 
Carthyism. Named after the rabble-rousing Senator from Wisconsin, McCarthyism 
is the American front of a Vatican-sponsored Fascism in the U.S.A. 

Senator McCarthy was selected and groomed by Jesuit Father Edmund Walsh, 
as grand inquisitor and anti-communist crusader. McCarthy became the congres- 
sional front-man for broadcasting the clerical charge of “treason” in the Roosevelt 
Administration. He attacked the State Department as a bee-hive of communist 
traitors, and he branded General Marshall, Secretary Acheson, Gen. Eisenhower 
and dozens of other leading personalities as accessories of the great “Roosevelt 
conspiracy.” 

The Republicans made political hay out of this smear campaign and the nation 
became frightened under a skillfully organized witch-hunt. McCarthyism became 
identified with the militant social program of Catholic Action. Within a short time 
there were introduced censorship, thought control, loyalty oaths, star chamber 
persecution by legislative bodies, stifling liberal voices, crusade against “Secular- 
ism,” Protestantism and the middle of the road policy, against intellectualism 
and freedom of education. The overall aim was to weld the nation into conformity 
and to make the people ready to follow Vatican-inspired policies in world affairs, 
as well as on the domestic scene. An amazed outside world wondered what had 
happened to free America. 


I knew Father Walsh. In Moscow, 1922-23, when the Russian corrupt 
Orthodox Church was “up for grabs” as one journalist described it, two men 
had great dreams of taking over a hundred and fifty or more millions. One 
was the Methodist Bishop Edgar Blake, the other Father Edmund Walsh, 
who headed the Papal Relief Mission, one of the several auxiliaries of the 
Hoover Relief. 

It was a great battle—a great war between the rivals, Methodist and 
Catholic, with wonderful skirmishes, victories and defeats—each contender 
believing that one of the greatest prizes in winning nations to new religious 
faiths since medieval days was almost in his hands. But during these two 
years the wily Soviet regime, which encouraged both Blake and Walsh, was 
engaged in other plans: It started a “reformed” Orthodox church, and it 
organized a vast atheistic movement. And, cventually, nobody won. 

The Methodist bishop and the Jesuit priest left Moscow in defeat. The 
Church of the Living Christ, as the reform movement was called, never 
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gained its expected millions of adherents. The old Orthodox Church con- 
tinued to appeal to the old peasant women, as it does today, and the atheistic 
movement, begun with fireworks in the 1920s, is still slowly stumbling 
along, not creating millions of atheists, but at least scores of millions of 
nonbelievers or perhaps only nonchurchgoers. 

One result of this Russian experience was to create “a morbid fear” of 
the Communist country in the mind of Father Walsh, according to Robert 
Bendiner in The Riddle of the State Department. 

The State Department favors the Ivy League: Groton, St. Paul’s, Exeter, 
Harvard, Yale, Princeton; it takes a few men from West Point. But its one 
non-Ivy source is Georgetown, and Father Walsh supplies the State Depart- 
ment with a proportionately overwhelming number of Georgetown gradu- 
ates. Bendiner estimates the number in 1942 was two hundrcd. The George- 
town School of Foreign Service is the leading one of its kind in America. A 
large proportion of consuls, attachés, legation secretaries comes from this 
sectarian institution. Bendiner describes the “extremely conservative atmos- 
phere and pressure of a sectarian institution,” its “clerical fascist sympathies.” 
Throughout the Mussolini regime, Georgetown and Walsh were on the 
friendliest terms with fascism. 

Before 1936 Father Walsh carried on a fanatical campaign against the 
Republic of Spain, falsely calling it a Communist state; and from 1936 to 
1939 he was one of the leading propagandists for the fascist forces (the 
Anti-Komintern Pakt of Hitler-Mussolini-Franco-Salazar) which destroyed 
the Spanish liberal democracy. 

Anti-Semitism? The reader may judge for himself from the following 
article Father Walsh wrote for the February, 1938, issue of the Atlantic 
Monthly: 


The Jew was not the cause of the Russian Revolution but the entrepreneur who 
recognized his main chance and seized it shrewdly and successfully. (Christians 
should not be blamed for calling Jews) the old Moneybags of Society. . . . Moses 
recognized that disposition in his people when he left them for a space to com- 
mune with God on the Mount (and the Jews began worshipping the golden calf). 
There was no Christian provocation in the desert, only voluntary choice. And 
there was no numerus clausus on the porch of the Temple when Christ drove out 
the money-changers with a lash. . . . 

For four centuries until Constantine, Christianity lived in catacombs, a social 
pariah and a political minority too weak and insignificant to persecute anybody. 
Meanwhile the Jewish money-lender was steadily increasing his control of mobile 
capital and accumulating the resentment which occasioned much of the anti-semi- 
tism of later ages. 


McCarthy's Fascist Sources 


If the United States ever becomes a totalitarian fascist nation, as Huey Long 
predicted, a historian seeking the origins of the movement would probably 
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find it in the publication called The Awakener, and its editors and publisher, 
Joseph Kamp, Lawrence Dennis, and Harold Lord Varney, director for 
many years of the Italian Historical Society, one of several Mussolini propa- 
ganda agencies in America. 

The purpose of The Awakener was to establish the first fascist party in 
the United States. 

When this project failed, the magazine owners went their separate ways: 
Kamp to devote himself entirely to his Constitutional Educational League; 
Dennis to publishing a newsletter which collaborated with the Republican 
Party, and also to working for Reader's Digest; and Varney to writing for that 
magazine also. 

In its early days the Constitutional Educational League had many respect- 
able endorsers, including Chief Justice William Howard Taft, the former 
president of the United States. Kamp, however, placed the Constitutional 
Educational League at the service of corporations which wanted strikes 
broken, and of extreme Rightism in politics, so that when Hitler published 
his recommended list of men, women and organizations in America (via 
Welt-Dienst, or World Service) he included Kamp. 

In addition to attacking labor unions, the Constitutional Educational 
League pamphlets were naturally anti-Communist, anti-Semitic, anti-New 
Deal and anti-foreign born. 

Kamp did such a vicious baiting job on President Franklin D. Roosevelt 
in 1944 that the Committee Investigating Campaign Expenditures called 
Kamp for questioning about his activities and his financial sponsors. He 
refused to appear and to answer. He was therefore convicted of contempt, 
fined $100, and sentenced to four months in prison. 

One of Joseph Kamp’s most lurid publications was called America 
Betrayed and subtitled, The Tragic Consequences of REDS on the Govern- 
ment Payroll. Its sixty-four pages alleged that numerous persons in the State 
Department and in other government jobs were card-carrying Communists, 
or agents of the Communist conspiracy. 

Although Kamp made this pamphlet available to the newspapers and 
other mass communication media, no one compared it with the notorious 
speech Senator Joseph McCarthy had made and repeated, saying “I hold 
in my hand” two hundred, or one hundred or eighty-seven or seven names 
of Communists in government positions. 

Nor did the press, always pro-McCarthy, take up the matter of Kamp 
supplying the Wisconsin senator with his “documentation” when Friends 
of Demoeracy Director Leon Birkhead supplied the newspapers with proof 
that the Kamp pamphlct and the McCarthy charges were identical. 

Birkhead telegraphed Senator McCarthy publicly challenging him to ex- 
plain the “remarkable coincidence which (1) enabled you to cite precisely 
the same secret State Department reports and (2) caused both you and 
Kamp to charge that a particular loyalty file—to which neither of you pre- 
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sumably had access—is missing, and (3) made it possible for you and Kamp, 
almost simultaneously to issue charges in which even the wording is nearly 
identical.” 

The telegram concluded: “Did Joseph P. Kamp, who for 15 years has been 
collecting such data . . . assemble the material and send you the resumé?” 

The documentation, which appeared in only one New York newspaper, 
Compass, successor to the daily PM, was assembled by Anne Simmons, co- 
editor of Friends of Democracy Battle, and made available to all publica- 
tions, all wire services, as well as to the McCarthy Committee. In fact de- 
voted an entire issue to this subject. It published in parallel columns the 
McCarthy declarations from the Congressional Record, and the originals, 
as they appeared in Kamp’s America Betrayed. For example: 


McCarthy Kamp 
Case No. 3... was employed with ... came from the OSS to the Intelli- 
OSS in 1942. In 1945 he transferred gence Division in Sept. 1945... . he 


was a member of several communist 
front organizations . . . he associated 
openly with Communists . . . he was 


to the State Department. He is a mem- 
ber of a number of communist-front or- 
ganizations, and . . . his friends are 


known Communists. . . . He was very 
friendly and sympathetic toward Harry 
Bridges, and strongly opposed any move 
to deport Bridges . . . sympathetic to 
Russia and the communist experiment 


. . . blamed the capitalists . . . praised 
Russia... . 

Case No. 5... The report dated 
May 4, 1946 . . . shows that this in- 


dividual has strong communist leanings. 

. . This individual was discharged 
from a Navy school during the war for 
bad grades and for communist activi- 


very friendly and sympathetic towards 
Harry Bridges and strongly opposed 
moves to deport him . . . sympathetic 
to Russia and the communist experi- 
ment .. . blamed the capitalists . . . 
praised Russia... . 


An investigation report dated May 
4, 1946 says . . . “strong communist 
sympathies” . . . “has been discharged 
from a Navy school during the war” 
for poor grades and for pro-communist 
activities... . 


ties.... 


McCarthy's most sensational charges, those against Owen Lattimore (Con- 
gressional Record February 20, 1950, p. 2067) who at that time was merely 
called Case No. 46, are similar to Kamp’s charges in America Betrayed 
(pp. 16-18, 24-25, 40-43). 

Among Kamp’s minor activities was an attack on the YWCA, which he 
thought a hotbed of Communism; and red charges against some well known 
anti-Communists, including Max Eastman, a Reader's Digest editor whose 
best known contributions were attacks on other Americans as “Stalinists”: 
Louis Bromfield, the conservative novelist; and the Reverend Reinhold 
Niebuhr, one of the leading Protestants of the nation and a consistent foe 
of Communism. McCarthy’s advisers had intelligence enough not to include 
this group of Kamp victims. 
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Dr. Matthews, McCarthy's Prompter 


Father Edmund Walsh fathered McCarthyism. Dr. J. B. Matthews directed 
it. 

Throughout the years during which the 99 per cent reactionary American 
press was committed to defending Chairman Martin Dies and all the even- 
tual Un-American Committees, these privileged branches of government 
were issuing defamatory and libelous statements about scores of liberal 
Americans prepared by their investigators, chief of which was a certain Dr. 
J. B. Matthews. With the usual infinitesimal exception, the press published 
every Committee libel and every falsehood, knowing them to be libelous and 
false, but free from the danger of suits. The press did so because it was on 
the side of the House Un-American Activities Committee, although it knew 
that when the HUAC was not lying it was engaging in character assassina- 
tion and similar activities. (Few told the truth about the Un-Americans: 
the liberal weeklies, monthlies, newsletters, Pearson and Allen in the Wash- 
ington Merry-Go-Round. ) 

A good sample of newspaper suppression occurred when Dr. Matthews 
branded the late great Senator George Norris a “red.” Senator Scott Lucas, 
reading Dies Committee charges of Communism against notable Americans 
—all Dr. Matthews’ testimony—quoted Matthews as saying, “On this list 
there are 142 names. The Hon. George Norris has since died, leaving 141 
names.” 

Senator Lucas was indignant. “TI will not,” he said, “rely upon the state- 
ment of an irresponsible investigator who investigates for the coin of the 
realm and nothing else. That man Matthews would do anything for a 
few paltry dollars. Let me read into the record the background of Mr. 
Matthews... .” 

There followed an amazing history which only a novelist, and preferably 
Sinclair Lewis, the author of Elmer Gantry, could use for a great book. 

Dr. Matthews had been a missionary for seven years in Java. By scraping 
along on a small scholarship he finally became master of sacred theology 
at Union Theological Seminary. He was frank, idealistic, a crusader, and as 
a result he was dismissed from Scarritt College, Tennessee, for his vehe- 
mence in denouncing child labor and Jim Crowism. He then taught at two 
Negro universities, Fisk and Howard. 

He joined the Fellowship of Reconciliation, became executive secretary 
of this pacifist organization; joined the Socialist Party, but here again he 
was expelled “for the violence of his extreme views,” according to the Lucas 
biography. He joined Consumers Research and published Partners in 
Plunder, which attacked Big Business, the advertising fraternity, and reac- 
tion in general. 

At this time his associates went on strike for decent wages, and were 
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upheld by the National Labor Relations Board. “Matthews struck back with 
clubs and tear gas .. . and this was the end of Matthews,” says the biog- 
raphy as published in the Congressional Record. It then states that Matthews 
“has worked with Gannett’s League for Constitutional Government ,in cir- 
culating forged Protocols of Zion and Elizabeth Dilling’s “Red Network.’ 

“But pickings were rather slim until Matthcws appeared as a voluntary 
witness before the Dies Committee and told such a horrendous tale .. . 
that he was hired as director of research... .” 

Senator Lucas concluded: 


I need not go into the history of the late and unlamented Dies Committee, 
which this professional slanderer more or less directed. In his jaundiced eye any- 
one who spoke for the Roosevelt Administration and denounced Hitler was ipso 
facto a Communist. And anyone who spoke disparagingly of Dr. Matthews and 
the smear techniques of the Committee was obviously a Red of the deepest hue. 

And out of this mass of innuendo, deliberate misrepresentation, gross error, and 
plain unvarnished lies, what finally emerged? 

The Committee, following the usual method of research with the garbage it 
collected, listed 1,121 Federal employees whom it charged with being Reds. The 
FBI carefully investigated every one, each was examined . . . just two were found 
to be subversive. . . . And among the public at large the doctor [Matthews] 
turned up and listed such prominent communists as Shirley Temple, William Allen 
White (peace be to his gentle soul), Mayor LaGuardia, and the late Senator 
Norris. 

I challenge anybody to defend such reprehensible and un-American practices. 

The mess finally became so foul that the Committee for Un-American Activities 
had to be “reorganized” without J. B. Matthews as director of research. 

His career exhibits a clear record of general untrustworthiness, of wild, almost 
fanatical ideas. 


Twenty-one sf 


INSIDE STORY, OF A 
McCARTHY HEARING 


Two of my books were among those spotted by Roy M. Cohn and G, David 
Schine in their trip to American Army bases abroad and the U. S. Informa- 
tion libraries. Scores, if not hundreds, of authors were called by the McCar- 
thy Committee for questioning; some were held for public hearings before 
the TV cameras; some were cited for contempt. 

Sitting in the hall outside the McCarthy Committee hearing room in the 
basement of the Capitol, I made the following notes before and after my 
testimony. 

Washington, D. C., July 1, 1953, 2.30 P.M. 

Executive Session, Senate Subcommittee on Investigations of the Commit- 
tee on Government Operations (Senator Joseph McCarthy, chairman). 

Waiting beside me sat a wretched youngish dark man who bit his nails, 
sighed long and frequently, and appeared likely to have a nervous break- 
down any moment. 

I tried to distract him, but he pulled away when I leaned over. Finally I 
asked, “What books did you write?” 

“Books? Me?” He shrugged as if I was crazy. “Books?” he said again in a 
sort of foreign new-American accent. “I’m an upholsterer.” 

“But you must have written something. A pamphlet for a union maybe?” 

“The only thing I ever wrote was a check,” he said without any trace of 
humor whatever. 

“Did you ever meet with Communists?” 

“Communists? What Communists? I know from nothing Communists. 
I’m alone in the upholstery business. Today I had to close the shop.” H 
shuddered. 

Three minutes after he was called into the Committee hearing room he 
was led out. I never got his name. But two newspaper men who now ap- 
peared in the corridor told me he must have a name similar to that of an 
author. 
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The McCarthy Committee issues a summons for, say, a Harry Gold. The 
marshal’s office in New York looks up the first Harry Gold in the phone 
book, perhaps an upholsterer, serves him with a subpoena. It has happened 
two or three times. 

That morning I had been a spectator at the public hearings of persons 
McCarthy was attempting to destroy. It was all done a la Hollywood with 
lights, microphones, TV, movie cameras, still cameras, two large tables for 
the press, amidst noise and uproar. But still impressive. There was a simi- 
larity between the show and the Italian Fascist and Yugoslav anti-Ustashi 
shows which I had attended, and probably with Hitler shows and the great 
Moscow spectacles. 

In all instances the accused is regarded as (1) guilty and (2) a very in- 
ferior nonpatriotic sort of person. This is not evident from the transcript 
of testimony but appears in the manner in which the affair is conducted. 
Usually only those known to be about to plead the Fifth Amendment are 
held over for the public show so that McCarthy can slander and assail and 
vilify them. The executive hearings are not open to the press and public. 

An attendant came out of the executive hearing and announced: “George 
Seldes and his lawyer.” 

“I have no lawyer,” I said as I went in, “and I have nothing to hide.” I 
regretted this remark immediately [and still do]. 

Mr. Roy Cohn, the sub-committee’s investigator and attorney, bustled 
into the room and said, “What’s your name?” The oath was administered. 

Then, as in the case of the open hearings of that morning, the first ques- 
tion, without prelude, was: “Are you now or have you ever been a member 
of the Communist Party?” 

I replied: “No, positively not.” 

“Well!!!” exclaimed Mr. Cohn very loudly, and someone else, probably 
Dr. J. B. Matthews, said “That’s strange,” and then there was a silence. 

The hearing seemed to have fallen through the floor. At least there seemed 
to be no wind left in the fullblown Mr. Cohn. 

He floundered among his papers. 

“But the House Un-American Committee said so in its reports—would 
you call them liars?” asked Cohn. 

“If they said so they are liars,” I replied. 

“Mr. Seldes, are you acquainted with this report which appeared in the 
Congressional Record?” He gave the date. 

“If it appeared on that date I probably read it, because I have received 
the Congressional Record for many years from Senator Murray.” 

“We don’t want to hear about Senator Murray,” Cohn now shouted angrily. 
“You'll do better, Mr. Seldes, by answering directly.” 

“Well, you are attacking me, and I have to defend myself as best I can.” 

[The item in the Congressional Record was a reprint in the appendix of 
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one of the many libels against In fact which had appeared in either the 
American Mercury or Plain Talk and had been reprinted and sent to mem- 
bers of Congress by Reader's Digest. I could not sue for libel as I did not 
have the money. But certain members of Congress whom I had exposed as 
being elected with corporation funds, or who were members of the KKK, 
or the Silver Shirts, or just plain thieves like J. Parnell Thomas of New Jer- 
sey, put these libels in the record, so that anyone could now quote them 
without fear of a suit.] 

“When these reports about you appeared,” Cohn said, “did you do any- 
thing about them to clear yourself?” 

I named two professional redbaiters, one a former Communist, and the 
other “a notorious liar. When they libeled and redbaited me I consulted my 
attorney. He said it would take $5,000 to start a libel suit, and perhaps as 
much as $25,000 before it was over. You can’t sue for libel ... ,” I was 
about to say, “unless you have a lot of money.” 

“Did you ever attend Communist meetings in Connecticut?” Cohn fired 
at me. 

“No.” 

“Did you ever belong to a Communist cell in Connecticut?” 

“No. Positively not.” 

“Were you under Communist discipline?” 

“No. Never heard of it.” 

“That's strange,” said Cohn, looking into some typewritten sheets. 

Finally he came to the books in the overseas libraries: Facts and Fascism 
and The People Don’t Know. At this point, and again a little later, Dr. Mat- 
thews broke in with exactly the same question, or perhaps it was a remark: 

“You also wrote books against the Catholics.” 

“I never wrote books against Catholics or the Catholic Church,” I replied. 

Matthews said something about someone saying so. 

“My books (The Vatican: Yesterday—Today—Tomorrow and The 
Catholic Crisis) have been reviewed by the Commonweal and other literary 
or liberal Catholic publications; by Dr. Shuster, the president of Hunter 
College, and praised by them. And one of them was made the choice of the 
Catholic Book Club, the Catholic book-of-the-month club.” 

That shut Matthews up the first time. 

Obviously it was treason or at least subversion to write a criticism of the 
Vatican in America. This struck me as a new feature of the McCarthy in- 
vestigation. When the United Press and New York Times reporters asked 
me about my hearing later, I mentioned this new line directed by Dr. Mat- 
thews and they agreed with me that it was most interesting, but I do not 
know if they wrote about it as I never found a mention of it in any news- 
paper. 

Cohn then read a paragraph from The People Don't Know saying that on 
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my European trip in 1948 behind and before the iron curtain I had found 
the whole world moving leftward; that Reaction had been defeated along 
with fascism and Nazism in World War II; and that where Reaction re- 
mained in dominant parties in Italy, France, Greece, etc., it was. sustained 
only by American dollars—and that these countries also would swing left- 
ward when money was stopped. (I based these views largely on information 
from my old colleagues in the foreign press corps. ) 

Senator Stuart Symington (who had come in early—McCarthy was about 
a quarter of an hour late) said perhaps this was a warning of value to 
America, and asked laughingly if I favored stopping the money flow to 
Europe. Cohn repeated this question. 

“You won't buy allies with money,” I replied. “If you want European 
countries on our side you will have to do something else. For example, land 
reform. If we insist on land reform—a little piece of land for every peasant 
—in Italy, in Asia, everywhere—this is one of the most important things in 
the world, although the press says little about it—if we insist on land reform 
we will win the friendship of people. Money and propaganda wont get you 
anywhere, if you want to stop Communism.” 

But Cohn insisted that I was pro-Communist or pro-Soviet in this book, 
and I said, “Impossible.” I told him I had written the book after visiting 
many countries in Europe, notably Yugoslavia, and I had defended Tito 
against Moscow and the Cominform. I asked Cohn to read the passage in 
full. 

He read a few paragraphs. The only mention of Russia was in one line 
saying the U.S. press even now is not telling the whole truth about countries 
of Europe. ... Russia was included in a list. 

“Isn't that pro-Russian?” asked Cohn. 

I said no, it was a fact, and I could prove it. “Only the other day, for ex- 
ample, there were articles in widely circulated magazines by Dorothy 
Thompson and Rebecca West. Miss West said Walther Reuther had been 
shot by the Communists. That wasn’t true. And if we lie in the (propa- 
ganda) war on Moscow we will get tripped up, and everything will be 
questioned. I don’t believe we ought to use that method. Tell the truth 
about every country, including Russia.” 

I did not have time to mention Dorothy's piece in which she charged the 
Moscow regime with immorality, loose marriage relations, and the like. This 
recent article was reminiscent of the 1917 “free love” stories—all fraudulent. 
If anything, the Moscow regime is the most puritan in modern times. 

Cohn never listened. He had turned to Facts and Fascism in which I docu- 
mented all the charges of native fascist activities by big industrial corpora- 
tions, the American Legion, Reader's Digest, Fulton Lewis, Jr., and others, 
most of the documentation from the La Follette and Black investigations, 
and exposés in the House and Senate. 

Cohn read one paragraph, something about the DuPonts, Mellons, and 
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Rockefellers getting monopolies in industry while there was unemployment 
and poverty. This item was from a Monopoly Investigation report but ap- 
parently, if not treason, was at least subversive. 

“Do you think that is the right kind of reading matter to send to European 
countries we want as friends?” asked Cohn. 

I said I did; we ought to show both sides of the American scene. 

“Did you write this statement, that the American Legion was fascist?” 

“I never said the Legion was fascist. I did write about many fascist actions 
by certain units. I said the Legion was run by a reactionary group—the 
Kingmakers I think they’re called—a man wrote a book on that. . . a 

“They are fascists?” 

Luckily I recalled that in this book I had repeated the testimony by 
General Smedley Butler, commandant of the Marines, on the establishment 
of a fascist regime in America proposed by several Legion Kingmakers. 

“I wrote that General Butler, a friend of mine, accused the heads of the 
Legion, two of them I believe, and other high officials, one in Boston, of a 
conspiracy to march on Washington, overthrow the government, replace 
President Roosevelt, and establish a fascist government. That was actual 
testimony. Before a Senate investigating committee I believe.” (It was in 
fact General Butler's testimony before the McCormack-Dickstein Committee, 
the predecessor of the Dies Un-American Activities Committee; but the 
newspapers had suppressed all the news because it concerned inter alia the 
head of a Morgan bank, Grayson M.-P. Murphy of Guaranty Trust.) “I think 
there is a chapter on this in the book.” 

Cohn immediately dropped the episode. But he insisted: “You say the 
Legion is fascist?” 

“I say they are reactionary. It is a fact that in each yearbook of the Ameri- 
can Civil Liberties Union the Legion is listed, usually first, among the re- 
actionary forces in America.” 

“And you go along with that?” 

“I am a member of the Civil Liberties Union; I think they are right.” 

Cohn then read other paragraphs: fascism, Big Business activities, reaction, 
all generalities. I got angry. I did not quite lose my temper, because I real- 
ized from the experience of long years in covering criminal, divorce, and 
other court cases that the sneering, baiting, intimidating of prosecuting 
attorneys is intended to make witnesses lose control and make fools of them- 
selves. I spoke too loudly. 

“T have a right to my views,” I said; “T am a liberal, or a radical, not a 
Communist. I have a right to express myself that way.” 

What Mr. Cohn was driving at in the paragraphs he had selected to read 
for the record, and in the questions based on them, was to label and de- 
nounce as Communistic or subversive, or at least unfit for American soldiers 
abroad to read, or for European citizens to know about, all criticisms of Ameri- 
can Big Business, notably the giant corporations of the NAM, and the exposés 
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of Senator Black’s Lobbying Committee of their subsidization of native fascist, 
anti-labor, anti-Semitic organizations; or any criticism of the NAM’s free en- 
terprise system, or of capitalism per se. It appeared that the radical, the 
liberal, the nonconformist, and the critic of the status quo was in the eyes 
of the McCarthy Committee about as subversive as the Communist, whom 
the Committee was apparently hunting. 

Cohn then switched to The People Don’t Know, read some extracts, said 
they were Communistic. I said this book actually was anti-Communist. 
McCarthy, who himself had asked no questions so far, looked up surprised. 
I noted the surprise. I said, “May I have time for an explanation?” Cohn 
nodded. 

As I talked I noticed that on this and two other occasions when I tried 
to explain myself no one except Dr. Matthews paid any attention; no one 
listened. Cohn and McCarthy got busy with papers, called for water, seemed 
preoccupied. 

I said I had been Moscow correspondent for the Chicago Tribune in 1922 
and 1923 and had been thrown out of the country for writing the truth, 
smuggling out articles about Communism. I had been an active anti-Com- 
munist for many years, all through the 1920s and in the 1930s. I had dis- 
agreed on certain principles—individual] liberty, democracy, the Moscow 
policy that the end justifies the means; the use of power, force, and violence 
to change people—all the Soviet methods of establishing their regime. 

“In 1936 I went to Spain for the New York Post. I found there that the only 
two nations trying to save the Republic from the Nazis and fascists, Hitler 
and Mussolini, were Mexico and Russia. 

“Russia was the only country really helping. I was therefore for a long 
time sympathetic to Russia, because of Spain. 

“In 1948 I visited the iron curtain countries as well as the others. I wrote 
the facts about them, good or bad. I found that Russia in Yugoslavia was 
doing exactly what I had fought against in 1923—they were using force 
and violence, they were conspiring to overthrow Tito, they were exploiting 
the country for their own benefit, making it a colony. It was a matter of 
power corrupting government. 

“I wrote that Yugoslavia was right, the Cominform wrong in 1948, and I 
have continued to write that Way ever since. It is a matter of absolute power 
corrupting absolutely... .” 

Suddenly McCarthy asked his first question: “When did you stop pub- 
lishing In fact?” 

“In 1950, October; I believe October 20th.” 

“What was your position on Korea, Mr. Seldes?” [I knew later that this 
was one of the key tests of the McCarthy Committee on whom to label 
Communistic and whom to “clear.” 

I replied: “That was really one of the things that resulted in In fact going 
out of business. I lost a lot of subscribers when I wrote in favor of Yugo- 


INSIDE STORY OF A McCARTHY HEARING 195 


slavia (as against Stalin), and then they asked me to take an editorial stand 
on the Korean war. I replied I had nothing to say, I didn’t take sides editori- 
ally, I just printed the news in In fact, generally the news the papers didn't 
print. I just let the facts speak for themselves. But the letter-writers insisted, 
and so I wrote an editorial. 

“I said that, obviously, the North Koreans, the Communists, were the 
aggressors—technically, militarily, it was simple logistics. 

“They could not have marched all the way to Pusan, defeating the South 
Koreans, conquering almost the entire nation, if they had not planned this 
big military campaign. There had been a hundred border fights previously, 
but no march like this. It was a planned war, no matter who fired the first 
shot, and I accused the North Koreans, the Communists of this aggression. 

“Immediately angry cancellations of subscriptions began pouring in; they 
threw my newsletter out of the so-called Progressive Bookshops. American 
Communists began a boycott of In fact, and eventually helped put it out of 
business, no doubt about that.” 

Cohn then insisted that the Dies Committee had “cited” In fact. 

I replied that the Department of Justice did not. I then opened my brief 
case and tried to hand Cohn letters from the Department of Justice (and also 
the Loyalty Board and other government agencies of repute) all clearing 
In fact. 

Neither Cohn nor McCarthy wanted to look at or receive my documents. 

Cohn then asked, “Were you ever associated with Communists with re- 
gard to In fact?” 

“I would like to explain this,” I said. “I can’t say yes or no. When In fact 
was started, my associate, Bruce Minton, was my neighbor. He suggested 
the newsletter. ...” 

“He was your associate editor?” 

“Actually we were equal editors, he was listed as associate. But at the end 
of about a year we parted. He quit In fact. I objected to the tone of the 
editorials he wrote. I said we will print only news items, straight facts, no 
editorial matter. We argued frequently, so he resigned. I did not in 1940 or 
even later know he was a Communist. But he was thrown out of the Com- 
munist Party in 1945, so he must have been a Communist then [1940].” 

Cohn: “Did you ever belong to. .. .P” He read the name, a long one, of 
some organization; I did not recognize it, but I knew what was coming. 

“I would like to make a general statement,” I said. “My name appears on 
the letterheads of many organizations, ten, twenty, some say fifty-three. I 
don’t know. I don’t know that I joined any. Sometimes I would find my name 
listed as a sponsor of a new organization I swear I never heard of. 

“Of course I was a member of many pro-Spain and anti-Nazi and anti-fas- 
cist organizations. I am proud of that. However, it is true that my name ap- 
pears as sponsor of organizations which never consulted me; my name was 
used without permission by many, perhaps a dozen organizations.” 
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At this point Cohn showed thorough disgust with my testimony. Mc- 
Carthy, bored, asked: “How many witnesses have we?” Cohn said, one. 
McCarthy then told me to wait outside, I would be recalled. 

I went outside. 

Doxie Wilkerson was the next witness. When he came out I talked’to him; 
he said McCarthy was holding him for the public show the next morning. 

I sat down again. 

Suddenly the committee room doors opened; McCarthy, Cohn, Matthews, 
and others walked out briskly ignoring me. 

I went after them. 

“You are excused,” said McCarthy. “You can go home. No open hearing. 
Youre through.” ; 

Two reporters came up. McCarthy told them, “Freeman and Seldes are 
cleared.” Joseph Freeman was the author of An American Testament. 

McCarthy smilingly invited me to ride in the senatorial elevator. “You 
can talk to the press, or write whatever you want about your hearing,” he 
said. 

I told him I was there practically voluntarily, as the subpoena he had 
issued had not been delivered. All I had received was the carbon copy, un- 
signed, from the McCarthy files. I showed it to the senator. 

“We'll fix that,” he said, and signed the carbon copy Joe McCarthy. 

[There was a line or two about this hearing in the New York Times. But 
not a word in the Hearst press, the Scripps-Howard press, the Gannett press, 
McCormick’s Chicago Tribune, and the hundreds of newspapers which for 
ten years had published all the red-baiting attacks on me and In fact and 
which had three years earlier destroyed my newsletter and almost destroyed 
my means of making a living. ] 


Twenty-two <i 


BRUCE MINTON’S 
“CONFESSION” 


The preceding chapter—my transcript of the McCarthy Committee hearing 
—was written for the purpose of informing Bruce Minton of my testimony 
about him and our relations at In fact. Although he had been living abroad 
for many years I knew he would eventually return home and face several 
investigatory committees. He had already appeared several times before 
a federal grand jury in New York. 

He replied only briefly. 

However, when I wrote him the following September that I had again 
been questioned, informally and unofficially, by an investigator for another 
committee, he replied on the 15th with the “confession” which makes up 
the bulk of this chapter. (“Confession” is his own word. ) 

The document he sent me shocked me. I had never taken up his sugges- 
tion, made in a letter a year after the suspension of In fact, that he had been 
engaged in secret, and perhaps at times sinister, activities which he now 
regretted. After his expulsion in 1945 he said little to me about his work as 
a member of the Communist Party. I knew he was hurt terribly by that ex- 
perience, although he seemed to be adjusting his life; and although I did not 
feel that he was reticent I did not want to add to his torture, so I kept silent. 

Acknowledging the McCarthy transcript he wrote: 


In many ways I imagine you are glad the appearance is over—it was bound to 
come sometime, and hang over your head as a menace... [the] approach was 
that which was bound to defeat the Committee: honesty, forthrightness, and a 
belligerent self-respect. . . . 

I thought your handling of the In fact question was excellent, and also of my 
association with the paper. 


With the confession was a covering letter giving me permission to use it. 
Bruce Minton wrote: 


I enclose as complete and honest a statement as I can make on my recollections 
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and relationships. So far as I can recall, I think every statement in this “confession” 
is accurate. I know the main argument is. . . . I would like you to write me with 
the completest honesty whether you feel anything in my statement is inadvisable 
or wrong or embarrassing to you. ... 

There is no need to apologize for the contents or for my actions at the time. 
I am sure you were not aware and have never known the underlying reasoning 
and plan for In fact. At the time I considered my actions perfectly legitimate, per- 
fectly moral, and virtuous. What I think of them now, too late, is another matter. 

If I were to apologize now, I must also apologize for so many other things I 
did and thought and acted upon in those years. Much of my bitterness against the 
[Communist] Party is bitterness about myself, about what I thought and did and 
agreed to. I do not mean to plead innocence at the time, or naivete, or what not; 
I was like that, I was a Communist, and this is what I did. I see no reason now 
to pretty up my motives then, or to pretend they were different than they were. 
Besides, to my way of thinking, the complete story of In fact, as I recall it, does 
much to free it of the charge of being a Communist-controlled publication. ... 

If you think, on consideration, that you should show this statement, then you 
are at liberty to do so. I’d like you to use your own judgment. Naturally, I am not 
anxious to start testifying or to get involved. But eventually I will have to be in- 
volved, and if you think the enclosed statement is of value to you or for the record, 
use it... . 


The enclosed “confession” was headed “Statement on the Organization 
and Publication of In fact” and is dated September 15, 1953. Inasmuch as 
there are a few factual errors in it, and some points which require explana- 
tion, I have interpolated my own remarks. Bruce Minton wrote: 


The inception of In fact was casual, so far as I was concerned. At some meeting 
or party in New York City (I have no recollection of the place, the occasion or 
the date) sometime between the late fall of 1939 and the spring of 1940... 
there was talk in Communist Party circles of bringing out a newsletter, not dis- 
similar to The Week, published in England. The purpose of this newsletter was 
to be twofold: 1. To make friends for the Communist Party and generally to 
spread Party influence among non-party people; and, 2. To serve in an emergency 
as a substitute for the Daily Worker in the event that newspaper was suppressed. 
Since Earl Browder, general-secretary of the Communist Party USA, was under 
indictment for passport irregularity, it was felt by some leading members of the 
Party that a raid was possible on the Daily Worker, followed by attempts to pre- 
vent the newspaper's publication. In such an emergency, the projected news- 
letter could, it was hoped, serve as a substitute and enable the Party to reach 
its members and sympathizers. 

But these details I learned only later. . . . Eventually I saw Earl Browder, 
and eventually he told me to go ahead with the project of the newsletter. He 
would take care of the finances. The idea was to publish the newsletter with no 
great investment, to sell it as cheaply as possible by subscription and not through 
the newsstands. The Party would help build its circulation. 


[The first matter I brought up when Bruce Minton and I discussed a 
newsletter was finances: I had always wanted to do a newsletter devoted to 
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the press, but of course I did not have the money. Minton asked if I could 
raise $600. That I could. He said that $3,000 was all that it would take to get 
started, that he would advance $600, and someone unknown to me who 
wanted to be circulation manager, would do the same, and he could get the 
remaining $1,200 from friends. Of course I knew that Minton was not living 
off the profits of his newest book, The Fat Years and the Lean; he had an 
income from his mother, and most likely also a trust fund from his father, 
who had been a wealthy man.] 


The problem was to reach a new audience, a larger circulation than the readers 
who already received the Daily Worker or New Masses. Therefore, it was thought 
wise to find a non-Communist person of some prominence to act as a “front” for 
the newsletter. Browder said he would get in touch with some people who might 
Browder pointed out that the “front” or sponsor would be useful in reaching a 
new list of subscribers. But it was understood that the sponsor or “front” was 
to be only that; he was to have no active part in the publication. The newsletter 
was to be my responsibility as editor, and I would be responsible to the Party 
for its editorial position and contents. The newsletter was not to be blatantly or 
openly communist; it was to present the communist position generally, but it was 
to establish the reputation and the tone of a lively, readable, gossipy paper. It was 
to follow the communist position, but not to use communist verbiage, on certain 
key topics; the war in Europe and China, civil liberties, the position of minority 
groups, in particular the Negroes, and trade unionism. 

Matters hung fire for a while. Browder was unsuccessful in his search for a 
“front.” I was at this time living with my wife and adopted son of four years in 
Westport, Connecticut. During the previous year I had met Mr. and Mrs. George 
Seldes who were living in a rented house on Route #7 (Norwalk to Danbury)... . 
Although we knew they were not members of the Communist Party, we were 
extremely fond of them. 


[There is only one error here: we had met two or three times at literary 
parties given by various publishers—at the first of them I recalled to Minton 
that I had seen his articles on the general strike in San Francisco as they 
appeared in the New Republic. When we met again in Connecticut I knew 
him as a book writer; we became close friends immediately. | 


While discussing the proposed newsletter with Browder in New York, it oc- 
curred to me that Mr. Seldes would be an ideal “front” for the publication. I 
knew he was busy writing a book and had plans for other books; but he lived 
in the country, which meant he rarely visited New York—he seemed to be the 
ideal person to sponsor the newsletter. ... 

I broached the subject of the newsletter. Mr. Seldes was cool: he was too busy, 
he could not take on other commitments, etc. Mrs. Seldes was not enthusiastic. 
I suggested that Mr. Seldes would only have to lend his name; I would not bother 
him although I would show him copy for the newsletter when he desired to see it. 
He could also have editorial space in the publication if and when he desired it, 
but I would not bother him with details, business matters, or any problems. If 
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he wanted to contribute to the newsletter now and then, that would be splendid; 
but he was under no compulsion to contribute to every issue or even frequently. 
I did not tell Mr. Seldes that the newsletter was to be primarily a communist 
publication; I did not tell him then, or at any time, that it was to be ‘held in 
reserve to substitute for the Daily Worker, if necessary. Mr. Seldes knew I had 
been an editor of the New Masses; but since he did not ask me I did not specif- 
ically tell him that I was a member of the Communist Party. Neither Browder nor 
I was anxious for our proposed “front” to be concerned with the interest the 
. Communist Party would take in the newsletter. 


[As I have already said, I knew Bruce Minton only for his New Republic 
articles, and his books; I did not know he had been an editor of New M asses, 
although that magazine at that time was publishing Ernest Hemingway 
and Sinclair Lewis and practically all the non-communist writers of the 
liberal and left wing, which meant almost all the important writers in 
America. It is possible that I saw Mr. Minton’s articles, if he had any, in the 
New Masses at that time, but I had no suspicion that he was a Communist 
Party member. ] 


Mr. Seldes agreed, after much persuasion, to think the matter over. I cannot 
remember the date when he finally agreed to let his name be used. . . . I think 
it was my wife who named the newsletter In fact. . . . 


[The first paragraph gives the impression that I was not in fact to be the 
editor of In fact, but it is wrong. When I consented to be editor I am sure 
I insisted on being editor; I remember that again I thought this was a chance 
of a lifetime, and inasmuch as Minton accepted my policy and slogan—to 
make the newsletter a critic of the press, to publish facts only, news that was 
suppressed—he is in error in saying that I agreed to letting my name be 
“used.” The line about who named In fact again reveals how faulty memories 
can become. I still have—I don’t know why I kept it—a piece of paper on 
which I wrote figures and words during our conference. After I had said we 
should not call the newsletter Truth—What is truth? said jesting Pilate, and 
did not stay for answer—I began putting down names with the word “fact” 
in them, The Facts Are, or It’s a Fact; and at that point my wife said simply, 
“In fact.” And immediately the four of us agreed on it. ] 


Browder approved the name and promised me funds—$6,000, of which he 
would advance $3,000 at once, and I was to call on him for the remaining $3,000 
if and when it was needed. I understood the money came from some private 
person, and in part from communist’ funds—but all the financial arrangements 
concerning In fact I made directly with Browder and I was not concerned with 
the eventual source of the money... , 

Mr. Seldes was given the title of editor of In fact; I was assoeiate editor . . 
and since George Seldes was, according to my understanding, to be largely in- 
active, I would in actuality have full power as editor and could control the 


contents of the publication, even though out of courtesy Mr. Seldes was granted 
the title of editor... . 
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The first issue of In fact appeared, so far as 1 can recall, during the summer of 
1940. [The first issue was actually dated May 20.—GS] The newsletter had an 
excellent pre-publication subscription. Money was never a problem during the 
first year of publication. It is my recollection (which may be wrong) that I did 
not ask Browder for the second $3,000 he had promised, and that within the first 
year of publication the original $3,000 was repaid to Browder in full. I know that 
Mr. Seldes thought that the money to launch In fact came from me personally and 
was much relieved when what he thought of as my risk, was ended. Whatever the 
case, In fact did well. 


[Minton never asked me to put up my $600. The circular I wrote, offering 
advance subscriptions for 25¢ brought in 6,000 subscriptions or $1,500. Min- 
ton said all these came from unions. It is significant that with our first issue 
we began getting 1,000 subscriptions a week, and later 2,000, and at our 
peak, 3,000 a week, while the price went to a dollar and then to two dollars 
a year. I promised my readers facts, the truth the national commercial press 
was suppressing and, as the first chapters of this book have proved, I sup- 
plied important news which 99 per cent of the newspapers were not printing. 
We were well on our way to 200,000 circulation with 1,000,000 readers when 
the McCarthyites in the press and radio destroyed In fact by falsely blaming 
me for Bruce Minton’s activities ten years earlier. ] 


The first issue of In fact carried a personal statement of purpose by Mr. Seldes. 
The statement caused some concern to me and to the Communist Party, since it 
was not a communist statement. But since Mr. Seldes insisted on it, I could not 
refuse this editorial contribution, and I was sure that thenceforth Mr. Seldes would 
pay only casual attention to the newsletter. He rarely came to New York, hardly 
once a month, and then primarily to see his dentist. He would on these occasions 
drop into the In fact office to chat, and this was no problem when it came to con- 
trolling In fact’s contents. 

However, to my alarm, Mr. Seldes refused to play the role of “front.” Since 
he had accepted the title of editor of In fact, since a large part of the subscriptions 
had been obtained by the use of his name, he felt a definite responsibility for 
the newsletter. 

To the dismay and chagrin of the Party and myself, Mr. Seldes began to write 
more and more copy and to insist that it not only be included but that no changes 
be made in his copy without his express permission. So active did he become that 
his copy began to crowd out whatever copy I contributed. Because we had agreed 
to joint editorship at the start, I persuaded Mr. Seldes to allow me to fill half 
the paper with my copy, reserving half for him. 

For a while Mr. Seldes was agreeable to this arrangement. But the compromise 
was not satisfactory to me or to the Party: Mr. Seldes’ copy was too often opposed 
to the official communist position on the war, trade unions, and other issues. He 
did not feel in any way bound by the official communist position, and he opposed 
the Party’s line on important matters. 

Since Mr. Seldes had no connection with the Party he refused to be guided 
either by me or by any pressure I could bring on him. He was extremely jealous 
of his intellectual freedom: he told me repeatedly he had never been and never 
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would be a member of any organization or group or combination which told him 
what to think and what not to think, what to say and what not to say, what was 
opportune and what was not opportune. He was essentially a liberal supporter 
of the F. D. Roosevelt Administration; he did not agree with the communist line 
which attacked England and France during the period before the Soviet Union 
entered the Second World War; he saw no advantage in communist leadership 
in trade unions—in other words, Mr. Seldes was not only not a Communist, he 
insisted on filling In fact with material which challenged and argued against the 
communist position. 

As a result, In fact for the first year while I was actively engaged in its publica- 
tion, was a strange paper editorially: it contradicted itself, it contained material 
contributed by me which reflected the Party position, and it contained material— 
more and more of it, to my dismay—by Mr. Seldes which took issue with the 
Party line. In addition, Mr. Seldes began to object to the more patent and open 
communist material which I attempted to include, and he prevented the inclusion 
of this material more often than not. On the other hand, I was unable to prevent 
the inclusion of an increasing flood of material by him which the Party considered 
invidious, or at best not helpful. 


[I did not recognize Minton’s material as communistic propaganda, and it 
was his policy not to write openly Communist slanted items; I did recognize 
that almost every item he wrote was not a straight news item, not a fact, 
not a suppressed story. If he had indeed produced an item, say about Soviet 
Russia, which was to the credit of that country, but was being suppressed 
as news here, I would have not quarreled with him. He did his job cleverly, 
and it was perhaps naive of me not to suspect him; but he had been one of 
my close friends and nothing he had said or done made me suspect him of 
being not only a Communist Party member but an agent for it. The “think 
pieces” by Minton, the slanted items, began with issue No. 2, and our quar- 
rel began with the same issue. He knew my position very well; I never 


guessed his. ] 


I was in an awkward position. I was responsible for the contents of In fact to 
the Party, and yet I was unable to control the contents and unable to influence 
Mr. Seldes. The notion that he would be a “front,” inactive and passive, was a 
complete illusion; the hope that Mr. Seldes could be persuaded by communist 
ideas or by me equally preposterous. 

The rapidly expanding circulation of In fact was based on Mr. Seldes’ personal 
popularity, the material he contributed, his ability to reach an audience in the 
overwhelming majority non-communist and to some degree anti-communist. It 
was therefore impossible to continue In fact without Mr. Seldes’ name, and he 
would lend his name only if he controlled In fact editorially. To the horror and 
disappointment of the Party, Mr. Seldes proved to be beyond the usual methods 
of persuasion; his integrity, his personal honesty and forthrightness, his convictions 
were such that the Party was helpless. 

There was some thought of voting Mr. Seldes out of the newsletter. But that 
meant wrecking In fact. On consideration, such an extreme step was rejected and 
I was instructed “to do the best I could,” and to “make the best of a very bad 
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bargain.” As time passed, the professional relationship between Mr. Seldes and 
me grew increasingly difficult and finally insupportable. By the beginning of 1941 
In fact was solidly and solely under his influence; I was lucky if I could prevent 
the publication of material which definitely opposed Party policies, and I often 
failed in this aim. 

Otherwise, the contents of In fact were all Mr. Seldes’, and I was only happy 
when he chose to attack such abuses as the failure to enforce the pure food laws; 
or criticized the administration of legislation regulating the labeling and selling 
of drugs; or crusading against tobacco smoking; or objecting to abuses of adver- 
tising in the press; or attacked the large newspapers and news agencies for the 
failure to give facts fully or correctly. These matters were not the main concern 
of the Communist Party and what Mr. Seldes wrote on such subjects, while not 
a communist approach, did not directly challenge communist doctrine. 

By Spring 1941, my role in In fact had grown untenable. I no longer kept 
regular hours at the In fact office. I was increasingly annoyed that Mr. Seldes did 
not seem to realize or even suspect that the original idea of In fact had been 


completely changed by him. 


[The original slogan under the masthead was the original idea: “For 
the millions who want a free press.” Its first editorial restated the Euripidean 
principle, to “let the facts speak for themselves.” The original appeal for 
subscriptions which I, not Minton, wrote, was based entirely on my promise 
to publish unbiased, unslanted, truthful news which the big press colored 
or suppressed. This I proceeded to do. On these points our quarrels began. 
There was no change in the original idea. ] 


He was pleased that In fact’s subscription list grew steadily, that the paper 
was financially independent of any backers, that it was politically independent. 
He did not seem to realize that he had reduced the influence I was supposed to 
supply, to none; and he paid no attention to roundabout attacks and tentative 
criticism of In fact which appeared in the Daily Worker. He was unaware that the 
Communist Party considered In fact unsatisfactory and even hostile. 

Personally, I admired Mr. Seldes and felt a deep affection for him. I admired 
his integrity, his absolute honesty, his stubborn defense of free speech and freedom 
of thought. But, as a Communist, I had to admit that Mr. Seldes was impossible 
to work with, impossible to take into the communist camp—even part way. There- 
fore my choice was either to sever all personal relations with Mr. Seldes, wreck 
In fact, and attempt to start it again on a communist basis, or resign from it, write 
it down as my own and the Party’s failure, and preserve the warm personal rela- 
tionship which my wife and I enjoyed with Mr. and Mrs. Seldes. I urged the 
Party to allow me to resign from In fact. The Party finally agreed . . . and from 
then on (the middle of 1941) my involvement with the newsletter ceased com- 
pletely. Except for casual references to its progress when my wife and I saw Mr. 
and Mrs. Seldes socially, I had no interest in or control or any influence over 
In fact editorially, financially, or in any other way... . 

Out of courtesy Mr. Seldes may have continued my name on the masthead of 
In fact for several weeks or even a few months . . . I do not remember. . 
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[Although this matter, to which several more paragraphs are devoted, does 
not seem to be of any importance, the fact is revealed by Volume I that 
Minton’s name disappeared on the 11th fortnightly issue, dated October 7, 
1940. However, this does not mean that he ceased contributing or editing. 
He made up the weekly in New York, while I continued to send in my ma- 
terial from Connecticut. When, eventually, the break became final, I would 
come to the print shop to make up the newsletter. On March 10, 1941, a re- 
search worker whom Minton recommended came to help me. The Minton 
“confession” then recounts his moving to Washington, then Hollywood, and 
eventually back to Westport, Connecticut.] 


I can state flatly from personal knowledge, and from my observation and expe- 
rience, that Mr. Seldes was not; never has been, and is certainly not now a mem- 
ber of the Communist Party of the USA, or of any other country. If he had been 
he could not have acted, thought, written as he did, or insisted upon the role he 
played so consistently and passionately. At times his thinking paralleled positions 
taken by the Communist Party—he was opposed to lynching, to Hitler-Germany 
and Mussolini-Italy, to attempts to throttle free speech, for example, and so was 
the Communist Party. But such was the fate of all thinking men‘ throughout most 
of the Thirties and Forties. But Mr. Seldes opposed or supported a certain position 
for reasons that had little or nothing in common with the communist position, or 
with the communist reasons for support or opposition. 

In my experience, Mr. Seldes too often opposed communist positions—and in 
my expericnce, Mr. Seldes was never influenced by what the Communists thought 
or upheld. Mr. Seldes is a man whose thinking is untrammeled by the arguments 
or persuasions of organized groups. He is a man of such basic honesty, integrity, 
and virtue that it would never occur to him to change his mind because some 
organization frowned on his way of thinking. Of all the people I have ever 
known or worked with, Mr. Seldes was the most consistently independent, the 
most consistently and stubbornly determined to think for himself, to form his own 
opinions, and to act and write upon what he thought, without fear and without 
compromise. 


The above confession was sent from Belgium. In the following two years 
Bruce Minton lived in France and England. His letters frequently refer to 
his willingness to testify before the Senate Committee when he returned 
home: The confession was a sort of aide memoire. He had been a reluctant 
but not uncooperative witness on several occasions; he always told the truth 
about his membership and activities in the Communist Party and he was 
never cited for contempt. 

Although he had not been an official of the Party he was a highly trusted 
member; and his disagreement and expulsion were one of the tragedies of 
his life. After 1945 he found it impossible to align himself with any other 
party or group or movement. 

Toward the end of his life he said he had failed as a father, as a husband, 
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as a writer, and as a Communist. There may have been other reasons for his 
final action. 

Mindful of the sufferings this action might cause others, and knowing the 
laws of England, he wrote a full explanation of what he was about to do, 
sent it to Scotland Yard one evening, and ended his life with a large dose 
of sleeping tablets. 


Twenty-three sf 


THE McCARTHY- 
BIRCHITE ATTACK 
ON THE PRESS_ 


Criticism of the American newspapers historically has come from the demo- 
cratic elements, the liberals, the left—until the fall of McCarthy, when his 
followers began attacking the entire mass media which, by being fair, fac- 
tual, and nonpartisan for once had destroyed the falsifier; and from the Birch- 
ites in the 1960s, when their favorite man, Barry Goldwater, was defeated. 

That decade (1955-1965) marked the first time in American political 
history that our mass media, notably the press which Thomas Jefferson des- 
cribed as playing a greater role in a democracy than government itself, 
came under sustained attack from the Right—the reactionary or potentially 
fascist element in the United States. 

When McCarthy started his crusade, and during several years of redbait- 
ing, falsehood, and character assassination, he had the support and approval 
of the American press. In 1949 the Madison Capital Times, edited by Wil- 
liam T. Evjue, began telling the truth about McCarthy's affairs—his in- 
come-tax crookedness for which men without power would have been sent 
to jail, his receiving favors from Superior Oil and other big money interests, 
and the Father Walsh promulgation of the redbaiting jihad with McCarthy 
its Mohammed. 

The press was so pro-McCarthy that it suppressed these exposés made in 
his home state. McCarthy replied by suggesting that readers and advertisers 
ruin the Capital Times by a boycott. He broadcast a mimeographed release 
saying, “It is for the people of Madison and vicinity to decide whether they 
will continue by advertisements and subscriptions to support this paper.” 
Many rivals printed this threat, hoping there would be a boycott. 

In 1952 McCarthy attacked bigger game with his boycott gun: the news- 
weekly Time. When Editor & Publisher protested, it noted that this was the 
senator's fifth attack on the communications media: on the Capital Times 


206 


PPE MeeGanhTHY-BIRCHITE ATTACK 207 


in 1949; on the same newspaper and the Milwaukee Journal, August, 1950; 
on the Milwaukee Journal and radio station WTMJ in September, 1950; 
on Drew Pearson’s radio program the same year (Pearson lost his sponsor, 
Adam hats, following the attack); and finally on Time. In October, 1952, 
McCarthy engaged in a bitter fight with Hank Greenspun, editor of the Las 
Vegas (Nevada) Sun. 

These were personal vendettas; McCarthy had as yet no complaint against 
the press as a whole, because it was still publishing his false statements 
without questioning them, still making him a national hero. In F ebruary, 
1950, in Wheeling he had opened his 1952 campaign with the front-page 
banner (or screamer) headline that there were more than two hundred 
Communist Party members in the State Department, and shortly afterwards 
he gave their histories, by number, in a privileged speech in the Senate. 
Within a few days the press could have had, were it inclined to honor truth 
in the news, the facts about the origin of these alarming falsifications. The 
press kept silent. 

With, of course, the few exceptions. (In this respect the American press 
differs from the dictator press, from the Soviet press: The party line in 
Moscow is so straight and narrow no one ever sidesteps it, but in the United 
States there is always an exception or two.) In the McCarthy situation it was 
the expected exception, the great liberal daily, the St. Louis Post-Dispatch. 
It had exposed Teapot Dome, picking up the story from a small New Mexico 
daily; it had exposed the Ku Klux Klan in the Twenties, and now it exposed 
the Wheeling speech. It accepted neither the original figure of 205, or the 
later 57, or 206, or 106, or even the final stabilization of 81. It told its Wash- 
ington staff to get the facts. Thanks to help from Representative Frank M. 
Karsten of Missouri it was able to prove that all the McCarthy figures were 
without foundation, “Pressed for proof, McCarthy said it was ‘in the files,’ 
The files were produced, but the ‘proof was not in them.” 

McCarthy did the expected. He pinned the red label on the newspapers 
which joined with the Post-Dispatch, the Madison Capital Times, the Mil- 
waukee Journal, the Washington Post (which he called “the Washington 
edition of the Daily Worker”), and the New York Herald Tribune (which 
became “the uptown edition of the Worker”). At various times afterwards 
he used the words subversive, or “pinko,” or “wittingly or unwittingly follow- 
ing the Communist line” for such papers as the New York Times, the Louis- 
ville Courier-Journal, the Denver Post, the Portland Oregonian, the Christian 
Science Monitor, the Baltimore Sun, and the New York Post; in fact Mc- 
Carthy redbaited almost every one of the newspapers which usually figure 
on the honor roll of the American press. 

On March 20, 1954, goaded no doubt by the success of Edward R. Mur- 
rows TV documentary which convicted him with his own words and pic- 
tures, and, aware of the rising opposition in the Department of the Army, 
the senator forgot individual targets and suggestions of advertising boycotts 
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and instead launched an attack on the press as a whole. Speaking in Okla- 
homa City he promised to expose the extent of what he termed Communist 
infiltration and control of the American press, radio and television. , 


Who were the supporters of the McCarthy crusade, the endorsers, ad- 
visers, spreaders of the word, and eventually the new critics of the press and 
other members of media of mass communication? Research no doubt would 
produce a list many times as long as the following one. The obvious spread- 
ers of McCarthyism were the following: 

NEWSPAPERS: the Hearst newspapers, at one time numbering nineteen; 
Hearst news services, feature services, and magazines; the Chicago Tribune 
and New York Daily News, including radio, press services, and syndicated 
columnists, owned by the heirs of McCormick and Patterson; William Loeb’s 
irresponsible Manchester, New Hampshire, newspapers, and the Newark 
Star-Ledger. 

journauists: Westbrook Pegler, Fulton Lewis, Jr., George E. Sokolsky, 
the three referred to as the closest advisers to the senator on matters journal- 
istic, Paul Harvey, John O’Donnell, Walter Winchell, Danton Walker, 
David Lawrence (editor of U.S. News & World Report), Walter Trohan of 
the Chicago Tribune, and Constantine Brown of the Washington Star. 

Of twenty-eight individuals who signed and published a public protest 
saying that McCarthy was not being treated fairly “by large segments of the 
press, radio, and television,” ninetcen were journalists: William F. Buckley 
(editor of the National Review), Oliver Carlson, John Chamberlain, John 
B. Chapple, Frank Chodorov, Frank Coniff, George Creel, Ralph de Tole- 
dano, John T. Flynn, Frank Hanighen, Karl Hess, Robert Hurleigh, Suzanne 
LaFollette, Victor Lasky, Fulton Lewis, Jr., William Loeb, Eugene Lyons, 
Felix Morley, and J. C. Phillips. 

Also supporting the McCarthy campaign were the following writers: 
Burton Rascoe; Harold Lord Varney, who had been associated with Law- 
rence Dennis and Joseph Kamp in publishing the first pro-fascist American 
monthly magazine, The Awakener; Edward K. Nellors, a “leg man” for Ful- 
ton Lewis’s column syndicated by Hearst; and Rex Karney, an editorial 
writer for the Wisconsin State Journal. 

MAGAZINES AND OTHER PERIODICALS: the American Legion Magazine, the 
American Mercury, The Freeman, Human Events, Gerald L. K. Smith’s The 
Cross and the Flag (which had been named in one of the sedition indict- 
ments), the Brooklyn Tablet, and of course every one of the lunatic fringe 
hate sheets which make their living by anti-Communism or anti-Semitism. 

Noteworthy in this list is the dominance of the Hearst and McCormick- 
Patterson chains. Many of the columnists, writers, and radio newscasters 
are members of these two establishments. These great Press Lords, along 
with Frank Gannett and Roy Howard, had been the object of press criticism 
of the old days; they were the giants of an industry or a profession which had 
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failed, according to the reports of the Commission on the Freedom of the 
Press, in serving American democracy. They had now gone even further to 
the Right in serving the McCarthy hysteria. And they were lending them- 
selves to the McCarthyite onslaught on the ethical press. 

Addressing the Catholic Institute of the Press on December 9, 1954, Roy 
Cohn gave the show away when he attacked the New York Times and the 
Baltimore Sun, and had only kind words for Hearst’s Journal-American and 
Mirror, Patterson’s Daily News (which still has more than 2,000,000 buyers, 
the largest circulation in the country), and the Brooklyn Tablet, the diocesan 
weekly which was the spokesman for the Christian Front and Father 
Coughlin and which had once, along with the Hearst press, published Hitler 
and Mussolini and praised them both. 

Fulton Lewis, Jr., and Joseph McCarthy seemed for a long time to work 
hand in hand: Sometimes the commentator started a smear campaign on 
the air which the senator picked up on the floor of the Senate, sometimes 
the process was reversed. But Lewis did not enjoy his friend’s congressional 
immunity; he was very careful to avoid being sued for libel. So he attacked 
the press and writers in this way: 


You'd expect the Daily Worker to be against. McCarthy. But look at the rest. 
Not Communists of course, but those who oppose the anti-Communists—the 
anti-anti-Communists. The apologists for Alger Hiss, for instance. Look at them— 
the Washington Post, the New York Times, the New York Herald Tribune, the 
Alsops, Drew Pearson, Elmer Davis, Marquis Childs, Frank Edwards, Cecil 
Brown, John W. Vandercook and all the rest of the so-called liberal columnists, 
whoever and wherever they are. 


~ Fulton Lewis, Jr., raised the libel-proof smear to a high art. Here are some 
typical Lewisisms: Newspapers and radio critics who favored Murrow in 
the Murrow-McCarthy episode were guilty of “intellectual lynch law”; press 
criticism of the attempt to appoint Judge Sears attorney for the Senate sub- 
committee which held the McCarthy-Army hearings was a “left-wing smear 
campaign’; Paul Hoffman was a “left-wing pink dilettante”; Marquis Childs, 
Drew Pearson, the Alsops, the New York Post, and journalists and news- 
papers make up “the greatest Trojan horse since the fall of Troy.” When the 
editor of the New York Post was appearing before the McCarthy Committee 
Lewis declared the Post was campaigning for things which looked “commu- 
nistic” to him. 

Westbrook Pegler also devoted a considerable part of his efforts during 
the McCarthy era to attacking his colleagues, the moulders of public 
opinion but, unlike most of the new critics—the rightist critics of the press— 
he preferred to attack the entire industry rather than the individual parts: 


Senator Joe McCarthy has proposed a Congressional investigation of the press. 
For once I agree with the N.Y. Times, which says it welcomes the idea. . . . The 
conduct of the American free press has not been the least disgraceful phase of 
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the controversy over Joe McCarthy. The press has covered itself with shame, and 
nobody knows that better than the journalists that compromise it. . . . The press 
has lied itself blue in the face month after month during the Army-McCarthy 
hearings. . . . I have not gone in for names in the genera] discussion because the 
situation is general. 


Here are a few more utterances of the McCarthyite who in one of his 
columns declared himself one of America’s “honest” writers: 


Unquestionably the press is under public scrutiny and suspicion, mostly, I think 
because of the conduct of the New York Times and Herald Tribune, which was 
a dramatic shock to the people and a blow to the whole Fourth Estate. 

Moreover, Fred Woltman (the chief Scripps-Howard red-baiter whom Pegler 
invited to join his Society of Red-baiters, but who had lately turned against 
McCarthy) doesn’t write well enough to swing any weight. 

How odd it is that traitors, protectors of traitors, and persons who endorse 
treason to students in the schools are the only clients of this piercing solicitude 
of this segment of the press . . . the compromise with treason which is implicit 
in the editorial voice of most of the American press. 


To be anti-McCarthy at this time (October 5, 1954) was to be on the side 
of treason, and in this mad Pegler statement the majority of the American 
press was compromising with treason. And yet the more than a hundred 
Pegler newspapers published this column without comment. 

Pegler and Lewis had support in their new, or rightist attack on the 
press, from various sources, some very powerful. Paul Harvey, syndicated 
columnist and radio network newscaster, told his audience that newspaper 
men opposed to the senator were “journalistic jackals,” a phrase reminiscent 
of the Soviet Press. John O'Donnell, a columnist syndicated by the Daily 
News of New York, came to McCarthy’s defense during the Army hearings: 
“The people who buy papers are wondering . ... whether they are getting 
an honest report in supposedly factual and unbiased news columns. In some 
cases the suspicions are well founded.” 

Winchell, according to a Pearson column, “is helping to peddle the yarn 
that every anti-McCarthy newspaper in the U.S.A. has someone on the 
editorial staff placed there by the Communists.” Winchell in one of his Sun- 
day broadcasts said the press was suppressing one of the most terrible truths 
of our time—the Communists were taking over Asia and Africa. He men- 
tioned, as proof, a meeting of five Asian premiers, who drafted a peace plan 
and projected an Asia-Africa conference to which Red China had been in- 
vited. This was proof enough for Winchell. But not one of the five premiers 
was a Communist. 

It became a lamentable fact that the American press, which rarely allowed 
to go unchallenged any criticism from the liberal-Left, no matter how mild, 
now refused to take up the challenge from the Right. Editor & Publisher, 
which laudably had been quick to defend the press against’ McCarthy him- 
self, had little to say about the attack from McCarthy’s journalistic pack. It 
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reported without comment the presentation to Pegler by a group of friends 
of a silver statuette and a book of letters from three hundred “leading citi- 
zens of the world” honoring this great crusader; it said nothing about his 
McCarthyite activities. 

There was also a considerable magazine press which, favoring the senator 
and his tactics, joined in the attack on the fairminded press. The American 
Mercury published an article by Chesly Manly, Washington correspondent 
of the Chicago Tribune, dealing with a menace the author called “Sulz- 
bergerism.” It quotes the weekly New Leader attacking these New York 
Times men: Harrison E. Salisbury, who had reported without bias from 
Moscow; Herbert L. Matthews, who was attacked for allegedly favoring 
“the Communists in the Spanish civil war” (which is an outrageous false- 
hood), and for calling the Dominican Republic of Trujillo a “tyranny”; and 
Lester Markel, Sunday editor of the Times, who was described as “an abettor 
of the communist conspiracy,” which is an obviously libelous statement. 

The Mercury followed the Manly item with one by Harold Lord Varney 
on press coverage of the Army-McCarthy hearings: 

The institution which came out of the controversy covered with pitch was the 
metropolitan press. With a few honorable exceptions the role of the big-city 
newspapers in the McCarthy lynching was dirty and dishonorable. . . . Top 
flight papers like the New York Herald Tribune and the Baltimore Sun, the 
Washington Post, even the ordinarily ethical New York Times, resorted to such 
persistent slanting. 


Varney's victim in a following issue of the Mercury was the noted writer 
Walter Lippmann, who was called “a credulous purveyor of the half-truth 
and the smear.” John T. Flynn in the same issue of the magazine lumped the 
Times, Herald Tribune, Bishop Oxman of the Methodist Church, Bishop 
Bernard Sheil of the Catholic Church, Adlai Stevenson, and President 
Dwight D. Eisenhower, with Gus Hall (national secretary of the Communist 
Party) as a group “united in one great cause—the war on Senator McCarthy 
because he is fighting Communism in government.” “Alone the Communists 
are helpless,” wrote Flynn, “but they have allies.” 

The publisher of the American Mercury was described by Time as a mil- 
lionaire ex-broker who quit Wall Street when “the S.E.C. forced him out 
for ‘flagrant violations of the law.’” Maguire had collaborated with Allen 
Zoll, whose American Patriots, Inc., was one of the few organizations named 
in the Attorney General's “subversive” list as fascist. Maguire had also helped 
in the distribution of a pamphlet, “Iron Curtain Over America,” which 
Jewish organizations described as one of the foulest pieces of anti-Semitism 
next to the forged “Protocols of Zion.” 

The Freeman, published by the Foundation for Economic Education, but 
still calling itself a “libertarian” monthly, denounced “the same kind of 
naive, biased, and inaccurate journalism that helped the Reds gain control 
of China. .. . American correspondents. .. ,” it said, “do not want to report 
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the truth.” Another item attacked the “liberal press, especially the metropoli- 
tan papers which are known for their opposition to Congressional investiga- 
tions of alleged Communists.” x 

The American Legion Monthly features many of the contributors to The 
Freeman, American Mercury, and other reactionary publications, and it 
follows the same political line. The Times reported that the Legion maga- 
zine’s publisher, James F. O’Neill, in a public speech had denounced the 
press in general and the Times in particular. Many of our largest newspapers, 
magazines, and radio and TV networks, O'Neill charged, have become 
“glorified transmission belts, if not for communist propaganda, then certainly 
for what you ought to call domestic or international collectivism.” There 
are “too many of the wrong kind of people” in American journalism, O'Neill 
said, adding that the press was feeding the public “propaganda when they 
pay their nickels in the hope of getting honest news objectively presented.” 
The Times, in O’Neill’s view, exerted “a terrific force often contrary to the 
best interests of this country”; he objected strongly to the stream of ideas 
originating “in the Times Square—not Union Square—area.” Union Square 
was known as a meeting place of Communists. 


Whether or not Senator Joseph McCarthy had the unanimous support of 
the press when he began his campaign, or only 95 or 96 per cent, is of small 
importance. The New Republic said: “He could not have been what he was 
had he not had cooperation from the press.” 


Twenty-four xt 
— THE NEW. 
~ - McCARTHYISM 


Although Senator Joe McCarthy did not live to see his fellow travelers and 
ideological .successors dominate a presidential, nominating convention, it is 
now agreed among investigators that the extreme rightist movement, call it 
the New McCarthyism, or Birchism or Neo-Fascism (as Senator Thomas H. 
Kuchel of California once did), is a ‘greater force than ever in the United 
States. : 

In his foreword to Danger on the Right (by Arnold Forster and Benjamin 
R. Epstein), Doré Schary says: “It has been estimated that some 20 per cent 
of the American electorate can be grouped as Extremists on the Right Wing 
... the racists, the bigots, the kooks and the yahoos. .. .” j 

The Right is “far better organized, better financed, and more skilfully led 
than in the so-called McCarthy period” is the conclusion of William K. 
Wyant, who studied this wing and wrote a series of exposés for the St. Louis 
Post-Dispatch. 

There are more than fifty Right Wing organizations with money enough to 
have national headquarters in Washington, writes Peter Edson, Scripps- 
Howard columnist; they are well financed; there are no affluent left-wing 
organizations. “The First National Directory of ‘Rightist’ groups, publica- 
tions, and some individuals, lists 162 members of the House of Representa- 
tives, or 37%, and 25 Senators, or 25%, favorable to the Right Wing.” 

The real strength of the Right, and notably the John Birch Society, became 
apparent at the Goldwater nominating convention in San Francisco, 1964, 
when Senator Hugh Scott of Pennsylvania introduced a resolution against 
extremism, naming specifically the John Birch Society, the Ku Klux Klan, 
and the Communists. The scene which followed was one of the most dis- 
graceful in modern political history—the followers of Goldwater booed and 
hooted and screamed—whether or not it was because they favored the Com- 
munists or the Ku Klux Klan is not known, but they overwhelmingly ex- 
pressed themselves in favor of Birchism. 
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This same resolution, naming the Klan, the Communists, and the John 
Birch Society, was offered the Republican Party again early in December, 
1964, by Senator Hugh Scott. Governor Robert Smylie of Idaho proposed 
to Ray Bliss, national GOP chairman, “a formal resolution disassociating 
the Republican Party’s interests and activities from those of the John Birch 
Society and similar extremist groups.” Both leaders insisted that names be 
named. 

The resolution by Senator Everett M. Dirksen of Illinois, however, told Re- 
publicans not to join “any radical or extremist organization, including any 
which seeks to undermine the basic principles of American freedom and 
constitutional government.” 

This resolution was passed unanimously, and immediately .hailed with 
cheers by the Birch Society spokesman, John H. Rousselot, director of public 
relations; it was “wise,” he declared, for the Republicans to make it clear 
they were not “influenced by extremist groups such as the Communist Party 
and the Ku Klux Klan.” But the leading newspaper in the Republican Party 
camp, the Herald Tribune, angrily declared the GOP “is still hung with the 
Birch albatross. Whether fairly or not, the GOP is the one that has to dissoci- 
ate itself specifically and unequivocally from the paranoid idiocies of the 
Boston candy-maker and his misled followers.” 

The Boston candy-maker, Robert Welch, happens to have been one of 
the leaders of the National Association of Manufacturers, paranoid or sane; 
and the John Birch Society has a powerful NAM element; and furthermore, 
the “fat cats” who put up the money for Birch and other new McCarthyite 
organizations are many of the fat cats who put up the money for presidential 
campaigns, overwhelmingly Republican. It is not insignificant that the John 
Birch Society reported its takings for 1965 were $6,000,000, or double that 
of the Republican Party. And it is not insignificant that Senator Everett R. 
Dirksen, the author of the successful resolution which refused to name 
Birch, is the man who in 1965 led and who planned to continue the fight, 
sponsored by the NAM, against the repeal of 14(b) of the Taft-Hartley Act, 
which was written by the NAM and favored by the McCarthyites and 
Birchites of both parties. 

Forthright as it is for the leading Republican organ to describe the leader 
and his followers who have become so powerful an element in the party as 
“paranoid,” it would have been a more courageous thing of the Herald 
Tribune to investigate the mutual money of the Birchites and the GOP. This 
newspaper had been among the first to publish reports about money back- 
ing—its columnists Rowland Evans and Robert Novak stated that after the 
Goldwater debacle rightist money began to shift into non-party organiza- 
tions, including the John Birch Society. And again, “The reason the con- 
servatives will fight tooth-and-nail against a formal resolution is that it 
might cut off contributions from right-wing fat-cats.” 

None was named. 
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Newsweek, probably paraphrasing these columnists, said there was back- 
stage talk by some “that the Republicans had side-stepped the Birch con- 
frontation in order not to antagonize fat-cat contributors in the [John Birch] 
society's ranks.” Still no identification. 

The Washington Post’s artist, Herbert L. Block (Herblock), published 
a cartoon figure, “Far Right Fat Cats,” with his hand on his checkbook in 
consultation with the GOP leaders, the caption underneath saying, “Of 
course, in denouncing extremists we don’t want to go to extremes.” 

The Republican Party, the Birchites, powerful corporations and leaders 
in the National Association of Manufacturers, are linked together through 
their financial backers, the fat cats, whom no one ever mentions by name. 


Money on the Right 


All the money is on the Right, and a lot of it is on the extreme, even the 
paranoid, Right. There was, for example, a Judge George W. Armstrong who 
gave $50,000,000 to a small military college in Mississippi on condition that 
the faculty and student body be composed of WASPs—White, Anglo-Saxon 
Protestants—and that white supremacy be the main subject taught. 

This news was printed in all the newspapers. But none told the story of 
this obsessed man and his activities until the Anti-Defamation League 
issued a statement describing Armstrong as a fascist and anti-Semite. How- 
ever, in New York neither the Times nor the Herald Tribune nor others 
which frontpaged the gift mentioned the ADL strictures. For two years 
my newsletter had been giving the facts about Judge Armstrong to which 
the press, and naturally the Un-American Committee, paid no attention 
whatever. The facts came from In fact. The Anti-Defamation League, 
which did not credit my newsletter with them, however said: “Judge Arm- 
strong’s action is the fantastic scheme of a warped old man to halt and 
turn back the tide of progress in education. . . . We will have, perhaps for 
the first time in history, an institution of higher learning which not only 
will practice discrimination, but will actually teach bigotry and Hitlerian 
doctrine.” ; 

Eventually Jefferson Military College rejected the gift and severed rela- 
tions with Judge Armstrong, who, however, set up the Armstrong Founda- 
tion, and according to his son planned a “pilot plant school” for the white 
supremacy teachings which would serve as a guide for other institutions. 
The Armstrong Foundation, with its fifty million dollars, is one of the big 
financial sponsors of American fascism. 

I also exposed Judge Armstrong as writing under the nom de plume 
“Andrew Fabius” a series of scurrilous pamphlets, mostly anti-Semitic, one 
of which, “The Corruption of America,” was barred by the Post Office De- 
partment as too vile to circulate. Armstrong did, however, circulate his 
view, in “World Empire,” that Roosevelt planned to sovietize America and 
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declare himself emperor, “with Eleanor as empress’; and he charged that 
“Zionists and Communists bullied President Truman into appointing as chief 
of staff the incompetent and self-glorifying Jewish Ike Eisenhower.” Arm- 
strong praised the Nazis at the Nurenberg trials, saying they were sentenced 
to death “because they were anti-Semitic and not because of anything they 
did to bring about the war.” 

On June 28, 1965, the great New York Times published a news item which 
read like one of the many exposés of the big money in reaction (and fascism ) 
in the United States which appeared most frequently in the 520 issues of 
In fact. 

The opening paragraph of Donald Janson’s report, datelined Los An- 
geles, was: “Financial support of the nation’s rightwing continues to grow, 
with a healthy portion of the dollars coming from big business.” 

The disclosures grew out of a trial in superior court in which “three con- 
servatives are accused of conspiracy to libel Senator Thomas H. Kuchel, a 
moderate Republican who has been an outspoken foe of extremists.” One 
of the defendants was John F. Fergus, who had been public relations man 
for Schick Safety Razor Co. and Eversharp, Inc. The president is Patrick J. 
Frawley, who is also chairman of the board of Eversharp and Technicolor. 

Frawley admitted he hired Fergus “to make speeches on free enterprise 
and against Communism,” and that Schick had sent Fergus hundreds of 
thousands of dollars to sponsor right-wing radio and television programs and 
to advertise in reactionary magazines. These expenditures continue. 

“An exhaustive study by Group Research, Inc., using the public portions 
of reports by tax-exempt groups to the Internal Revenue Service and other 
data,” says the Times article, “produced an estimate that conservative organ- 
izations from the John Birch Society to the National Defense Committee 
of the Daughters of the American Revolution, spent $30 million in 1963. 

“This represented a growth of 17 per cent in income over the previous 
year, and the continuation of a 7-year trend.” 

The John Birch Society, the report continues, had an income of $1.6 
million in 1963 and $3.2 million in 1964. 

Christian Crusade (Evangelist Billy Hargis): $677,200 in 1963 and 
$834,800 in 1964. 

Christian Anti-Communism Crusade (Dr. Fred C. Schwarz): $573,800 
in 1963 and $612,100 in 1964. 

Americans for Constitutional Action, which publishes lists of congress- 
men, approving the reactionaries only, expected to raise its income to 
$400,000. , 

The Free Society Association of Barry Goldwater was seeking $2,000,000 
for propaganda work. 

Among the wealthy sponsors of American reactionary organizations (or 
near-fascist or actual fascist organizations as Mussolini would have listed 
them) Group Research named: Pew, Hunt, Millikan, Crail, Frawley, Gray, 
and Simes. 
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J. Howard Pew, of the Pew family whose names have appeared as financial 
backers of every American fascist organization exposed by the La Follette 
Civil Liberties Investigation, the Black Lobbying Investigation, and many 
others, gave $1,000,000 to the Christian Freedom Foundation; he is on the 
editorial committee of American Action, also the Birch Society magazine, 
and is a stockholder in Robert Welch, Inc. The Pews are owners of Sunoco, 
Sun Shipbuilding, and other corporations. 

H. L. Hunt, Texas oil billionaire, gave $3,000,000 to Life Line and Facts 
Forum, radio programs heard by millions. 

Frawley makes gifts of $5,000 at a time to the Christian Anti-Communist 
Crusade and supports the rightist publications by his advertising—these in- 
clude Buckley’s National Review. Among his most recent activities was 
Schick’s sponsoring of an hour-long color telecast for Freedoms F oundation 
of which Eisenhower is the head. Schick also pays $20,000 a month for 
“Washington Report,” heard on 900 radio stations, and produced by the 
American Security Council. 

Unlike the Dies Un-American Activities Committee, and all its dishonest 
successors, and McCarthy, who had the support of the American press, the 
present McCarthyite movement does not have the newspapers in its camp, 
but it is able to buy a large segment of radio and a portion of the TV net- 
work. Thus Labor was able to run this headline (October 23, 1965 NN 


“IN THE NAME OF Gop,” 
6100 Broapcasts spout 
EXTREMIST PROPAGANDA 
6000 RapIo BROADCASTS AND 100 TV sHOws A WEEK 


over a report from Albert Zack, publicity director of the AFL-CIO, who 
named the Reverend Billy. James Hargis and the Reverend Carl MclIntyre 
as leaders of the anti-labor preachers who had attacked Presidents Truman, 
Eisenhower, Kennedy, and Johnson, also the United Nations, the National 
Council of Churches—accusing all of being “parties of a Godless communist 
plot to put standards of living above property rights.” 


“Paranoid Idiocies” 


In the McCarthy pre-Birch era, Dr. Leon Birkhead of Friends of Democracy 
noted that all the rightists (whom he did not hesitate to describe as “neo- 
Fascists”) were gencrally united on many other program planks in addition 
to the universal opposition to Communism (under which thcy included 
Socialism, liberalism, and the major part of the New Deal program). They 
were against almost everything; they were: 


Anti-United Nations 
Anti-PTA-progressive education 
Anti-Chief Justice Warren 
Anti-the Ford Foundation 
Anti-Zionism, and Jews in general 
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Every worthwhile social reform in the United States, wrote William T. 
Evjue, editor of the Madison Capital-Times, has been denounced by the 
rightists as “Socialism,” including not only “socialized medicine’ (later 
known as Medicare), but women’s right to vote, rural electrification, social 
security, insurance of bank deposits, and the New Deal. 

H(aroldson) L(afayette) Hunt founded Facts Forum and employed 
former FBI agent Dan Smoot to propagandize his personal views, which 
he had expressed in a book: He favored multiple voting for the rich who 
pay more taxes, and no right to vote at all for those on state aid. Through 
Smoot he expressed total support of McCarthyism, asked for the impeach- 
ment of Justice Warren and a repeal of the income tax. 

This was the voice of two billion dollars speaking, the voice of a man 
who makes $50,000,000 a year, and who, thanks to the government's 27 
per cent oil depletion allowance, has been able to become one of the richest 
men in America—the three other biggest oil men are worth less than two 
billion each. 

Hunt’s propaganda is now heard over a nationwide radio network under 
the title “Life Lines.” Dan Smoot, branching off for himself, now includes in 
his “Dan Smoot Report” program: 


Invade Cuba 
Repeal the income tax 
Oppose fluoridated water 


and at one time demanded the election of a new Congress which would 
impeach President John F. Kennedy. He also attacked what he called “com- 
munistic dangers” in the Kennedy administration, the United Nations, and 
the views of Eleanor Roosevelt, Ed Murrow, and CIO leader Walter P. 
Reuther. 

The leader of Chapter 26 of the John Birch Society, the well-known anti- 
Semite and spokesman for Spanish fascism, Merwin K. Hart, in his news- 
letter stated his opposition to: 


The United Nations 

The income tax 

The forty-hour week 

The St. Lawrence Seaway 
Voting rights for all on relief 
Anti-child labor laws 


And in its “Facts Records,” which the Birch Society offers for sale (in 
the October, 1965 issue of American Opinion), it states its opposition to 


The United Nations 
The Supreme Court 
The National Council of Churches 


Mixed with the paranoid idiocies there is usually a financial or economic 
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interest—the lunatic fringe may insist that the fluoridation of water is a con- 
spiracy to poison the entire American population under the pretense of end- 
ing dental caries, but the destruction of the Tennessee Valley Authority and 
the prohibition of more TVAs in the state of Washington, and elsewhere, 
are sanely and soundly based on National Association of Manufacturers and 
U.S. Chamber of Commerce policies of keeping the government out of busi- 
ness and thereby letting the power and light industry make higher profits. 

The opposition to the St. Lawrence Seaway was maintained for a genera- 
tion by the big bankers, chief of them J. P. Morgan’s Guaranty Trust Com- 
pany. The repeal of the income tax would ruin the nation, but the Right 
Wing sees in it more money for the wealthy men who support its various 
organizations. The Right is almost unanimously backing the so-called “right- 
to-work” laws and the Taft-Hartley Act with its paragraph 14(b), the law 
written by many of its richest financial backers. 

Although the John Birch Society has never been included in the “lunatic 
fringe” network which frequently gains a large following throughout the 
nation, Founder Robert Welch himself is the author of general statements 
and allegations against President Eisenhower and others which to sane per- 
sons sound incredible. Welch believes, for example, that the United States 
today is “50 percent to 70 percent communist controlled,” which should be 
news for Moscow, and that “democracy is merely a deceptive phrase, a 
weapon of demagoguery, and a perennial fraud.” (This is theft; Mussolini 
said it first.) His slogan is “Get the U.S. out of the UN, and the UN out of 
the U.S.”; he would impeach Chief Justice Earl Warren, and all the rest of 
his program varies little from that of the crackpots. 

In his $8 book, The Politician, Welch refers to President Eisenhower as a 
Communist agent; and no lunatic fringer has gone deeper into the crack- 
pottery. Welch writes of “Eisenhower’s communist-aiding career”; he thinks 
“Milton Eisenhower is a Communist, and has been for 30 years” and his 
“firm belief that Dwight Eisenhower is a conscious agent of the communist 
conspiracy is based on an acculmulation of detailed evidence so extensive 
and so palpable that it seems to me to put this conviction beyond any rea- 
sonable doubt.” 

John Foster Dulles, Eisenhower’s brinkmanship Secretary of State, and 
Allen Dulles, then head of the Central Intelligence Agency, are said by 
Welch in his book to be important cogs in the Communist apparatus in 
America. 

There are revised versions of The Politician, which in its original form 
was meant for private circulation only. In one, Welch writes that President 
Harry Truman was “used by the Communists,” and that “with regard to 
this third man, Eisenhower, it is difficult to avoid raising the question of 
deliberate treason. For his known actions and apparent purposes certainly 
suggest the possibility of treason to the United States, no matter how he may 
rationalize it to himself as loyalty to an international dream.” 


220 NEVER TIRE OF PROTESTING 


Between editions Welch changed the paragraph, “In my opinion the 
chances are very strong that Milton Eisenhower is actually Dwight Eisen- 
hower’s superior and boss within the Communist Party” to read “.. » boss 
within the whole Left Wing establishment.” 

The paranoid and idiotic libels against President Eisenhower, noted by 
the Santa Barbara News-Press, the Boston Herald, the Chicago Daily News, 
and Time long before the Herald Tribune used the adjectives, had a slight 
reaction in the Right but not extremist wing of the Republican Party: It 
resulted in an attempt to separate Welch from Birch and set Welch adrift. 
Barry Goldwater, Editor William Buckley of the National Review, and the 
favorite Birch radio orator, Fulton Lewis, Jr. (who outdid all the Birchites 
by favoring lynching, not merely indicting the chief justice), joined in a 
suggestion that Welch resign and thus purge the John Birch Society, which 
would then continue in their favor. They did not succeed. 

The most important condemnation of the Extreme Right to be recorded 
must be credited to the Catholic hierarchy of the United States when the 
National Catholic Welfare Conference, the central administrative organ 
of the Catholic bishops, published (April 31, 1962) an eighty-page booklet 
urging American Catholics not to participate in the Birch Society and other 
“extremists of the Right” who foment “a virulent form of disunity that is 
dangerously weakening the nation.” 

Although organizations were not named, the Reverend John F. Cronin, 
author of the indictment, assistant director of the Social Action department 
of the National Catholic Welfare Conference, informed a press conference 
the Birch Society was the chief target. (Welch claims that 40 per cent of 
the membership is Catholic.) There are some fifty important organizations 
on the extreme Right, Father Cronin stated, chief of which, after the Birch 
Society, are the Christian Anti-Communist Crusade of Dr. Schwarz, the 
Christian Crusade of the Reverend Billy Hargis, the Circuit Riders of 
Cincinnati, and the American Council of Christian Churches headed by 
Edgar Bunday. 

To my knowledge, the first and the most important exposé of the new 
McCarthyism was written by Fred J. Cook and published by The Nation 
June 30, 1962. (Parenthetically, I would like to congratulate Mr. Cook on 
his series of exposés, and to suggest that he publish a newsletter, similar to 
In fact, to continue his work, week after week.) Mr. Cook concluded: 

Let us be clear about this: the face of America that emerges from the portrait 
of the Radical Right is not the face of Fascism as we have known it in Europe. 


But unmistakably it is a face bearing the marks of a sickness that could develop 
into Fascism. 

The denigration of democracy, the demand for conformity and the attempt to 
outlaw the heretic, a patriotism pitched to the level of chauvinism, the faith that 
military might rather than diplomacy, can assure our international goals—these 
are the marks of the illness. And this sickness is a far greater menace in America 
today than a virtually non-existent, burrowing Communism. 


{PART IV 


The Vatican in World Affairs 


Twenty-five st 


Ee VATICAN’S 
BILLIONS 


A quarter of a century after I had been deported from Italy by Benito Mus- 
solini, I returned to Rome to see what had happened to fascism. 

No sooner had I found old anti-fascist friends—including Gugielmo 
Emanual, now become editor-in-chief of the greatest paper in Italy, the 
Corriere della Sera—than I heard about a great story, a world scoop you 
might say, which was kicking around Rome, none of the hundreds of foreign 
correspondents wanting to touch it. 

It concerned not only the Vatican State; it gave the first accurate docu- 
mented statement, as far as it went, of the Vatican holdings, the Vatican’s 
secret billions. 

The Vatican’s holdings and the billions of the Protestant churches, and 
other churches, are particularly touchy subjects now because all these in- 
vestments—this land and real estate and factory operation, and buildings 
and commerce in general—are tax exempt in most countries; and besides, 
they have always been the sacred taboos of the press. 

The documents available to any and all journalists in Rome were particu- 
larly valuable because no facts of importance had heretofore been published. 
Even today almost every reference to what little is printed is usually pref- 
aced with an admission that almost nothing is known of the subject. 

Thus in U.S. News & World Report (April 26, 1965) a headlined “Story 
of the Vatican and Its Wealth” begins by saying that the “Vatican holding 
in stock has always been one of the world’s most cleverly guarded secrets. 
. . » Most observers are convinced that it is far and away the largest single 
stockholder in the world”; but almost no facts and figures are disclosed by 
this magazine although there is an estimate of five or six billion dollars 
(made by The Economist of London), most of it invested in Italy. 

The magazine repeats the fact that Mussolini on signing the Concordat of 
1929 gave the Vatican $100,000,000, not in cash, but in Italian (i.e., fascist) 
industry. The main banks handling Vatican funds abroad are Hambros of 
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London, Morgan Guaranty Trust of New York, and Credit Suisse of Geneva. 
The “Special Administration” set up by the Vatican for its financial affairs is 
directed by Cardinal Alberto di Jorio. x 

U.S. News repeated the known generalities: The Stato Vaticano owns its 
own bank, operates the Rome water system, has telephone and gas and elec- 
tric services, even owns a spaghetti factory, and is the biggest operator in 
Italian real estate, the Societa Generale Immobilaire, sponsors of a 
$60,000,000 luxury cooperative in Washington, D.C., known as Watergate. 

When the Vatican refused to pay the 15 per cent taxes on dividends, as 
decreed by the Republic, invoking the Concordat, the statement by Socialist 
Minister of Finances Roberto Tremelloni that it owed $5,675,000 for 1963 
indicated stockholding of at least $200,000,000. The New York Times cor- 
respondent reported (July 12, 1965) that these disclosures have “touched off 
a new round of speculation on one of the world’s best-kept secrets, the total 
wealth of the Vatican.” This guessing game, he continued, “is complicated 
by one basic rule: those who know don’t talk, and those who talk don't 
know.” 


Vatican Stake in Fascism 


The foregoing statements convince me that to this day the world press has 
not cared to reprint the documents which the Socialist Party of Italy made 
public at the end of World War IT and which were available to foreign cor- 
respondents. The documents listed only stock holding in Italy, and the 
amount in dollars looked small—a mere two billion dollars—but in inflated 
lire it ran into the trillions and, moreover, it was a good fraction of the en- 
tire Italian economy. By 1965 the dollar value of the same stocks ranged be- 
tween ten and fifteen billion dollars. 

Astronomical figures, however, did not interest me as did the nature of 
the holdings, because I had already investigated a similar situation in Spain. 
In Italy, as in Spain, the investments of the Vatican State showed the Roman 
Catholic Church to be a partner in banking and industry and big landed 
estates, which made the Church a partner of the rulers (in both cases, fas- 
cists) and therefore opposed to not only popular revolutions but changes 
of any kind, such as needed land reforms. It made the Church as well as the 
State the main upholder of the status quo and the “free enterprise” system. 

The Italian documents were found by soldiers during the anarchic days 
following Mussolini's downfall and came into the hands of the newly revived 
Italian Socialist Party. Professor Antonio Pesenti, who gave me the copies of 
his report, prepared from thousands of financial statements an article for 
the Socialist Party official magazine, Critica Economica, and a documentary 
index. It lists, first of all, the great Italian corporations whose majority stock- 
holder is the Vatican, or any one of the Vatican affiliates, such as the Con- 
gregation de Propaganda Fide, or the Vatican nobility in whose name stocks 
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and bonds are usually held. In all, the Vatican owned or had the majority 
stock interest in thirty-one great industrial corporations. 

Minority stockholdings are divided into six classes; including mines, food 
manufacture, machinery manufacture, chemicals, textiles, real estate, trans- 
port, railroads, financial institutions, insurance companies. 

The document released by the Socialist Party did not contain much in- 
formation about holdings outside Italy. Here is the conclusion of the report: 


It is not easy to determine the stockholding participation of the Vatican in 
other European countries, or outside Europe. In France, for example, from the few 
fragmentary statistics which it has been possible to collect, it is seen that the 
Vatican controls: 

(1) Bank Franco-Italian for South America, which had a capital of 50,000,000 
francs, entirely in the possession of the Vatican and other religious institutions. 
This bank, with headquarters in Paris, has large activities in the Low Countries. 
The administrator is a certain M. Flurey, the director general is Charles de Broy, 
member of the Chamber of Deputies; 

(2) “Semain Sociale,” a propaganda publication, which in turn controls 40 
other publications; 

(3) Société Textiles du Nord, in which Vatican participation amounts to 70% 
of the capital; 

(4) Banque Galicienne Manant. 

The major investments of the Vatican are in stocks and bonds in the United 
States, but it is not easy to determine the exact amount. One valuation made with 
reliable criteria, places the amount at the figure equal to 700 to 800,000,000,000 
Italian lire... . 

Taking into account the Vatican stockholdings in numerous other countries 
(South American Republics, Britain, Germany, Hungary, Spain, etc.), it is esti- 
mated that the total possessions in stocks are three billions, expressed as usual in 
the buying power of 1939—or about 120 billions in today’s lire. . .. 

The Vatiean also owns, either directly or indirectly, a large investment in real 
estate. Excluding all buildings and colleges where religion is taught, a valuation 
on the real estate, houses, and lands belonging to the Vatican, religious orders, 
religious institutions, etc., in Italy alone would be four billion lire of 1939, or 
another hundred and sixty billion lire in present-day lire. 

A valuation of the real estate in possession of the Vatican throughout the world 
might be difficult or impossible to make, not only because there are various 
forms under which ownership is kept, but multiple factors about which we are 
unable to gain knowledge. 


When the Vatican’s political party, the Christian Democrats, came into 
power after the war they saw to it that the Lateran Treaty, by which Pope 
Pius XI and Mussolini were reconciled, remained inviolate, and under it the 
Church claimed exemption from all tax laws. But more recently, when the 
party no longer had a majority and was forced into a coalition with Nenni's 
Socialists in order to keep out the Communists, the question of the Vatican's 
billions came to life. 
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In 1965 the Vatican’s Italian holdings were estimated at between ten and 
fifteen billion dollars—the “bankers’ best guess” according to Time (Febru- 
ary 26, 1965) of which one-sixth of a billion dollars or 998,400,000, 000 lire’s 
worth (15 per cent of all the listings on the Italian stock exchanges) were 
invested in the Italian economy. There were no best guesses about holdings 
in land, or in real estate, or other values. But it was obvious that the Church 
could make or break the market whenever it wanted to. 

L’Espresso figured the Church owed the government 40,000,000,000 lire 
for the past three years—it called the Vatican “the biggest tax evader in 
Italy,” a country in which according to the commercial attaché of the United 
States embassy, business is done by passing one million over the table, and 
nine million under the table. 

The 15 per cent tax on dividends law had been passcd at the insistence of 
Pietro Nenni and the Socialist Party in an effort to make up for this corrupt 
way of doing business and evading taxes. But all Socialist efforts to get the 
Vatican State to pay its share failed when the Church insisted that the 
Mussolini concordat remained in effect. Nothing else of Mussolini’s was al- 
lowed to remain. 

The Nenni dividend tax was doubled in 1964. The Democristiani tried to 
slip through a law exempting the Vatican and thus legalizing the Concordat 
the present Republic does not honor. Premier Aldo Moro was jockeyed by 
the Socialists into demanding from the Vatican an itemized statement of its 
stocks and bonds. He did not get it. However, the possibility of the Vatican 
dumping 900,000,000,000 worth of stock on the market, causing a panic and 
ruining Moro, is always present, and as a result nothing is done to exact the 
taxes. 


Vatican Holdings in Spain 


“The Church . . . grew rapidly in numbers, wealth and range of influence. 
By the thirteenth century it owned one third of the soil of Europe,” writes 
Will Durant in The Story of Philosophy. At a later time it was estimated 
that in the Iberian peninsula the Church had between 80 and 90 per cent 
of the accumulated wealth of Spain and Portugal. Fifty years ago it was 
down to 69 per cent. In 1931 the Republic of Spain was established and 
one of its first acts was to dispossess the Jesuit order and take over other 
Church property. 

It took 13,000,000 acres of land from the grand dukes, notably Alba, and 
the Church, and parceled them out in small lots to at least one million starv- 
ing, landless peasants and earned the support of the vast majority of the 
people. 

The treasonable rebellion of the generals, aided by the fascists of the 
world, was supported by the Vatican. Two American cardinals blessed the 
uprising; Cardinal Mundelein of Chicago, a liberal, refused. The Republic 
published documents involving the Church with the business interests, the 
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dukes, the smuggler Juan March, and the Falange, or fascist party, in the 
conspiracy. During the war hundreds of millions of dollars worth of stocks 
and bonds owned by the Church were confiscated, or burned, or lost. 

How rich the Church was became known when, after the war, it began 
advertising in the Catholic press for the return of the missing property: It 
frequently gave the numbers of the bonds and stocks it had once owned. 
The two corporations in which it had a large interest were the Compania 
Telefonica Nacional de Espafia and the Compania Transatlantica—the for- 
mer is the International Telephone and Telegraph Co. of America, the latter 
the steamship company. 

In the former instance it is the Metropolitan of Valencia and not the 
hierarchy or the Vatican which appears as the owner of several hundred 
shares of stock; the Casa Diocesana of the Archbishop of Lerida had four- 
teen shares preferred, the rector of the college of San José of Valencia, the 
Society of Jesus, the College of Maria the Immaculate, and several other con- 
gregations were named as owners of missing stock. Similarly a number of 
archbishops and institutions advertised for the return of steamship company 
stocks and bonds. 

“One can estimate at about one-third of the national riches the goods, 
movable and immovable, owned by the Congregations,” a reputable pre- 
war history, L’Espagne au XXe Siécle states. “The North railroad, the Trans- 
atlantic Steamship Company, the orange groves of Andalucia, the mines of 
the Basque Provinces, and in the Rif; many factories in Barcelona, are under 
their open or occult direction.” 

In 1940 Franco signed a decree formally restoring “the vast property hold- 
ings of the Society of Jesus, which had been confiscated by the Republic.” 
At that time the Republic had officially announced its confiscations were 
worth 6,000,000,000, which before the inflation was $1,250,000,000. 

The International Telephone and Telegraph Company had put up a 
building in Madrid—the only skyscraper, the Telefonica. In its cupola was 
an observation post with two of the only Russians I ever saw in Spain dur- 
ing the war. The bureau of censorship was also in this building. We were 
shelled frequently. Franco could have destroyed the entire building in five 
minutes on any day between January, 1937, and February, 1939, but he did 
not do so. Buildings were destroyed on all sides, thousands of women and 
children were killed, but the Telefonica was saved for its stockholders. 

During the war the London Tablet, an excellent Catholic paper, said of 
the Church in Spain: “Its cardinal sin is that it was rich in a land of poverty.” 
But Monsignor Aloysius Dineen of Holy Innocents Church (according to 
the New York Times) said that, although he abhorred war, “yet at times war 
is unavoidable, that things more precious than human life be safeguarded, 
protected, defended. Within these confines a people decrees, and right- 
eously and correctly so, that, though blood flow, property shall be safely pro- 
tected.” And so it was in Spain. 
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The Vatican’s American Billions 


Up until the recent publication in Church and State, and a volume likewise 
sponsored by POAU (Protestant and Other Americans United for Separa- 
tion of Church and State), there was little reliable information on all 
Church holdings in America. One of the very few published reports appeared 
in a now defunct magazine. Ferdinand Lundberg estimated the capitaliza- 
tion of the Roman Catholic Church in America at seven billion—it then 
claimed 22,000,000 communicants; and since there are more than twice as 
many claimed now, the value could be fourteen billion. The ore interesting 
thing Lundberg found was the list of names or corporations in which the 
Church invested its money, including: 


Baltimore & Ohio, Erie, Pere Marquette; Goodyear, Firestone, Fisk, U.S. Rub- 
ber; Bethlehem Steel, Pressed Steel Car, American Smelting; Commonwealth 
Edison, Brooklyn Edison, Pacific Gas & Electric, Montana Powcr, Texas Electric; 
Atlantic City Convention Hall, Squibb Building, Lane Bryant, Fox Theatres, 
Savoy Plaza; National Dairy, Pillsbury Flour. 


These and lesser known corporations were found in New York State rec- 
ords. “Tinese investments,” wrote Lundberg, “are administered precisely in 
the same way as those of any bank or trust company are administered. 
Mortgages on farms and homes are forecloscd upon non-payment of in- 
terest or principal.” 

E. Boyd Barrett, who left the clergy to write Rome Stoops to Conquer, 
pointed to the fact that, inasmuch as the Chureh owns large blocks of stocks 
and bonds in big corporations at which strikes are frequently called, and 
Catholic priests frequently play a large part in union affairs and are elected 
as mediators, the settlements too often are not satisfactory to the workers. 

When the first fight to abolish child labor began, the leading Catholics 
of their time, Monsignor Ryan and Governor Alfred E. Smith of New York, 
supported the movement; whereas the Church, notably in Boston where it 
controls the legislature, and in Albany where it is very powerful, frequently 
opposed and for many years prevented action. When the constitutional 
amendment abolishing child labor reached Albany, delegations of Protestant 
and Jewish leaders went there to urge passage, but no Catholic spokesman 
appeared, and the Church expressed its opposition on the ground it would 
take children out of the control of their parents. The amendment was de- 
feated. 

In these circumstances critics later wrote that it was more than a coinci- 
dence that the great manufacturing plants, the makers of textiles and shoes 
and others employing child labor had been joined by the Church, which had 
investments in these corporations, in fighting child labor legislation. 
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For all persons who are interested in the separation of church and state, 
and who want information on the holdings of all churches in America, I can 
recommend “Tax Exempt Religious Property,” prepared for POAU by Dr. 
Martin A. Larson, from which I quote by permission, as well as from the 
magazine Church and State; and Dr. Larsen’s book, Church Wealth and 
Business Income, published by the Philosophical Library in 1965. 

These studies place the tax-exempt property of the Roman Catholic 
Church in the United States at $11,000,000,000 or a little more, in the 
1960s. 

A thorough study was made of the Buffalo diocese where the financial 
credit rating was placed at $236,000,000. The average gross income was 
$24,500,000. There are 860,000 communicants. 

A study in the District of Columbia, a search of tax office figures, showed 
that although the Church claimed 19 per cent of the population it owned 
38 per cent of the dollar value of all tax-exempt property. Elementary 
schools and high schools and colleges cover 265’ acres, assessed at about 
$25,000,000. 

By studying different types of cities, searching the tax-exempt records, and 
averaging the number of church membership, the figure of eleven billion 
of exemptions was obtained. 

According to POAU there are 100,000 Catholic organizations in America, 
the richest being the Knights of Columbus, whose assets exceed $177,000,000 
and whose portfolio of stocks and bonds is more than $55,000,000, including 
Canadian government, American government, railroads, utilities, etc.; the 
ownership of Yankee Stadium, the former New Haven Railroad headquarters 
building, the Detroit warehouse of Crucible Steel, the land on which the 
$6,000,000 Sheraton Hotel is built in New Haven, department stores in St. 
Louis, Philadelphia, and Camden, and the new steel tube mill of the Bridge- 
port Brass Company. 

POAU opposes all churches owning tax-exempt property. Its attorneys 
appeared at Washington hearings to testify that the Catholic Church oper- 
ates numerous commercial corporations which should not be tax exempt 
but which nevertheless claim exemption and do not pay, whereas com- 
mercial corporations pay the usual 52 per cent on their profits. 

POAU named especially the De La Salle Institute, the corporate name 
of the Christian Brothers of California, who are the largest producers of 
brandy in the United States. The POAU magazine states that after this hear- 
ing the Christian Brothers paid up $490,000 in back taxes and then entered 
suit for a refund “on the ground that they were a church whose property 
was ‘subject to the control of the Pope.” Prodded by POAU the Depart- 
ment of Justice and the Internal Revenue Service countered the claim 
“and finally forced the order to pay up approximately four million dollars 
in back taxes and profits taxes” up to late 1961. 
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Tax-exempt property is growing “in terms of absolute figures and in terms 
of proportion to property which is taxed.” Dr. Larsen believes it will not 
be very long before half the property of the United States will be tax free. 
As more property is exempted, the rate on taxpayers goes up: Boston in 1964 
raised its rate from $96 per thousand to $99.80. In Buffalo 44.2 per cent of all 
property is exempt of which 10.48 per cent is religious. 

Larsen warns all churches that this situation could lead to anti-clericalism: 
“Often the situation has become so desperate that expropriation has finally 
become the only relief. ... Such denouement is not near in the United States. 
... Neither is it so remote as to be out of the question.” 


Whatever the number of billions in America, Spain, Italy, Latin America, 
the significant fact is that the Vatican and its branches are completely in- 
volved in the finances and economics and therefore the politics of every 
country in which it is established. The investments are not only in busi- 
nesses, they are in the capitalist system. The policy of the Catholic Hierarchy 
in the United States—and the policy of many other churches, and notably 
the Mormon Church—differ only in detail from that of the National Asso- 
ciation of Manufacturers or the Chamber of Commerce, or the greatest and 
most powerful upholders of free enterprise and the status quo. 

In most European countries the churches, including the Catholic, have 
not supported the labor movement, and therefore the unions have moved 
leftward, either into the Socialist or the Communist camp. In the United 
States, where the CIO (now joined with the AFL) was at least 65 per cent 
Roman Catholic, the Church plays an important part. Catholic priests and 
labor leaders, from Philip Murray and George Meany and David McDonald 
down, have at times had a difficult position because of the ambiguous stand 
of their Church—for example, every day of a strike at General Motors 
which resulted in a drop in GM stock would mean a considerable loss to 
the Church’s investment. 

In Spain, Italy, and other countries, the Roman Catholic Church chose 
the fascist party when there was a choice. (The American State Department 
in Cuba, Spain, and elsewhere also chose Fascism.) But in Spain today 
(1967) the Church, which for a quarter century has been sustaining Franco- 
fascism, seems to be tiring of this role and to be looking into the future, of 
either a monarchy, or a Christian Democratic party, as in Germany and 
Italy. 

Fascism was the purest and ultimate form of capitalism—it was in fact 
capitalism armed with bayonets, Capitalism Militant. 

James T. Farrell, the noted author of the Studs Lonigan trilogy (a master- 
piece) and other works, believes that “the death of Capitalism will be the 
death of Mother Church. She will then be divorced from Caesar, and 
forced to practice her platitude of rendering unto Caesar his due, and giving 
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unto God His due. The Church will become a purely religious organization. 
Its power will be founded on prayer, superstition, and its ability to sell the 
promised joys of the kingdom of heaven. Its economic basis will be shattered. 
And no institution whose economic base has crumbled can survive as a so- 
cial force.” 


Twenty-six sf 


THE VATICAN IN 
WORLD POLITICS 


One of the great facts about world politics I found on my first and subse- 
quent returns to Europe after World War II, a fact always openly discussed 
everywhere but in the United States, was the new and increased activity of 
the small but all-powerful Stato Vaticano. 

It not only directed the religious thinking of more than half a billion 
persons but its affiliated political parties ruled or sought to rule in many 
European and Latin American countries, and where it had no official parties, 
as in the United States, the political followers of the political Vatican State 
nevertheless constituted one of the greatest pressure groups. 

(It is my personal view that the United States should recognize the Vati- 
can as a political state, should send an ambassador there, should permit the 
Vatican to establish a political headquarters in Washington, and should re- 
quire its agents and lobbyists, foreigners or Americans, to register. ) 

The Vatican itself, in contrast to the American press, never attempts to 
propagate the hypocrisy that the Church is not in politics. Every foreign 
correspondent in Rome knew that the Vatican was the most active of all 
the forces in the Italian elections immediately after the war—the Kremlin 
was giving orders to the Communist Party and the Vatican was directing 
the Democratic Christian Party—better known as the Democristiani. More- 
over, the cardinals and priests in every Catholic Church in Italy were en- 
listed as agents of the Vatican in political activity. 

Nevertheless it seemed to me that almost the entire American press 
corps either omitted this most crucial of all the important facts, or treated 
it so lightly that the American newspaper reading public was not informed 
about it. 

It was a great surprise for me to hear later that the Columbia Broadcast- 
ing System’s representative, Howard K. Smith, had not only mentioned the 
great taboo, but had detailed the news of Vatican pressure in the elections. 
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I quote from a transcript of Mr. Smith’s most notable broadcast kindly sent 
me by CBS: 


The third thing [i.e., forces which won the election] was that the Vatican 
joined the battle. The Catholic Church, with the Vatican at its feet, owns the 
religious allegiance of 98 percent of the Italian people. It is a force of immeasur- 
able power. Its policy, through the period of Fascism and the postwar period, 
has been one, largely, of non-intervention in Italian politics. 

About a month ago, the Vatican dropped that policy and entered politics as a 
bipartisan of the anti-Communists. The opening salvo of the Vatican campaign 
was fired, significantly, by Cardinal Shuster of this city, Milan, a little over a 
month ago. Cardinal Shuster publicly announced that absolution would be refused 
to Italians who aided, or voted for, the reds. 

The Pope followed with a similar public threat. Since then, every parish priest 
throughout the country has reenforced this strong message to tens of millions 
of Italian voters. 


In addition to the Italian Partito Democratici Cristiani, which I encoun- 
tered after the war, I also found that the Vatican had formed or reconsti- 
tuted these Catholic parties: the MRP or Mouvement Republican Populaire 
in France; the Democratic Christian Union and Christian Social Union in 
Germany, successors to the all-powerful Centrum of my Berlin years; the 
Catholic Peoples Party of Holland, which frequently elects the premier; 
the Parti Social Cretien of Belgium; and the all-powerful Peoples Party 
of Austria. 

The Democristiani was a revival of the Populari, which had been organ- 
ized and led by a great liberal priest, Don Sturzo, during the days of 
revolutionary uprisings—and the beginning of fascism. Two years before 
he seized the government, Mussolini wrote in his newspaper “Bolshevism 
is conqucred”; it was not the Communists who were the great threat to his 
movement, but the successful and growing leftist Catholic movement of 
Don Sturzo. Whenever his followers violated his order against violence of 
any kind and seized land from the great landlords, which was quite often 
because Italy needed more than anything else a vast land reform and 
redistribution, Don Sturzo somehow managed to raise the funds to pay the 
landlords; he refused to adopt the Communist plan of expropriation. 

For years in Rome Mussolini was unable to crush the Catholic Party, 
although fascism had outlawed all others. However, the deal with the 
Vatican gave him his opportunity: He made the dissolution of the Populari 
one of the conditions of the Lateran Treaty of 1929. He insisted that Don 
Sturzo must go. Pope Pius XI destroyed the party to save the Church. In 
signing the pact he called Mussolini “a gift of Providence, a man free from 
the prejudices of the politicians of the liberal school.” Don Sturzo spent 
many years in exile, several of them in Brooklyn. When I found him, after 
World War II, an old man living in a convent on the outskirts of Rome, 
he had nothing to say. He was proud that the Democratic Christian Party 
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was the reincarnation of his Populari. But when I asked him about land 
reform, about the peasants he had led, about his many planned revolution- 
ary reforms, he repeated only one word, sadly, “Patience . . . Patience. . . .” 

Similarly, the present West German Catholic party is the direct heir of 
the powerful Centrum which had tried to save the country from Hitler. 
The Pope ordered that it dissolve, and it did so July 3, 1933, when the 
papal secretary of state, Pacelli (who later became Pope Pius XII), assured 
it that it would not be deserted by the Vatican; it was turned into the 
Catholic League, a nonpolitical organization, and was hardly heard of 
again. At the time of the Hitler concordat, shots were fired at the home of 
Cardinal Faulhaber, and priests were attacked in the streets. 

The Vatican was accused of expediency, of power politics, of compro- 
mise. In Rerum Novarum the great Leo XIII had said that “The Church 
has never neglected to adapt itself to the genius of nations,” and Pius XI 
at the time of the Hitler treaty declared that “the Church accommodates 
herself to all forms of government and civil institutions, provided the right 
of God and the Christian conscience is left intact.” Hitler signed a pledge 
to protect the Church, and this was good politics. But it was politics. 

European newspapers in contrast to the American press speak frankly 
of the political activities of the score or more parties the Vatican sponsors. 
In fact, there is frequently heard the proposal for the open formation of a 
Catholic Internationale. The Roman newspaper, II Quotidieno, which is 
published by the Vatican’s most powerful laymen’s organization, Catholic 
Action, brought up the possibility of what it called a Christian Social 
Internationale, linking all Catholic political parties of the world. I] Quo- 
tidieno quoted a leading Catholic politico, Migliolo, saying that “as a 
great idealist and practical movement, the Christian Social Internationale 
should take its place alongside the Communist and Socialist Internationales.” 
No Pope has ever furthered this plan. 

The official organ of the Vatican is also more frank in its news of the 
Church’s part in politics, as witness this news item from the New York 
Times. 


VATICAN SAYS CHURCH HAS DUTY 
TO INTERVENE IN POLITICAL FIELD 
ROME, May 17 (1960)—Osservatore Romano, the Vatican newspaper, de- 
clared today that the Roman Catholic Hierarchy had “the right and the duty to 
intervene” in the political field to guide its flock. It rejected what it termed “the 
absurd split of conscience between the believer and the citizen.” 


The pronouncement was in a front-page editorial described by the Vatican Press 
Service as “authoritative.” 


In only one great country, the United States of America, has the separa- 
tion of Church and State—the church in most instances being the Roman 
Catholic—been agreed to by the followers of all religions. 

Agreed to, but as an expedient. The Vatican is opposed to such separation, 
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and when it is able, as in Spain, the Church becomes part and parcel of 
the state. It is only in the United States that men in politics, from Alfred E. 
Smith to John F. Kennedy, have publicly affirmed their commitment to a 
policy of the founding fathers, of “a wall of separation” between Church 
and State, as Thomas Jefferson described it. 

But no headlines were printed in the American press when Pius XII in 
an address to the Sacred Rota not only opposed “submission” of the Church 
to the State, but denied that the two could be wholly separate. 

The difference in aim of Church and State, he said, “certainly does not 
deny any union between the two, and still less does it dictate between them 
a cold and dissociated aura of agnosticism and indifference. . . .” “Who 
would so understand the correct doctrine that the Church and State are 
two different perfect societies,” Pius XII concluded, “would fall into error.” 

The myth of the separation of Church and State exists only in America. 
When Father Vincent Holden of the Paulist Information Center was quoted 
in the Times in its favor, he wrote a protesting letter saying that Rome has 
“declared as false the universal proposition that ‘the Church must be sepa- 
rated from the State and the State from the Church.’ Obviously, the propo- 
sition condemned is that always and in every place and under all conditions 
there must be a complete divorce between Church and State. We can con- 
ceive of situations when unions of the two could prove most beneficial.” 

The Catholic press in America I found to be more honest on this subject 
than the standard or lay press. There are always reports of addresses and 
sermons and lectures and statements, never noted in the newspapers, which 
explain away or directly contradict the credo of Al Smith and Cardinal 
Gibbons and the late President John F. Kennedy. 

For example, there is an address by Archbishop Francis J. Rummell to 
the Knights of Columbus in which he states that “we enjoy freedom of re- 
ligion, but in effect has not the exclusion of religious instruction from public 
education alienated millions of Americans away from their churches and left 
them with scarcely a vestige of religious faith and practice? . . . The bogey 
of ‘union of Church and State’ has in recent years stalked over the country, 
a form of intimidation, that may influence adversely the popular mind and 
even the thinking of Americans.” 


Twenty-se ven ww 


STATE DEPARTMENT, 
FOREIGN OFFICE, AND 
THE COLD WAR 


When I returned to London, after the end of World War I, I renewed my 
acquaintance with Charles Duff, known in England as author, war corre- 
spondent, linguist, and former member of the Foreign Office. 

He had resigned from that institution in anger because of its policy of 
nonintervention which had destroyed the Spanish Republic. I had met him 
in Madrid where he was writing about the Civil War under the name Carlos 
Prieto. 

Mr. Duff took issue with my view that the Vatican lobby in Washington 
was solely responsible for the American policy on Spain. It was his conten- 
tion that the Foreign Office originated the nonintervention policy—one of 
the greatest gestures of hypocrisy in the history of the world, for it know- 
ingly permitted Mussolini to send 100,000 infantry to Spain and Hitler to 
send relays totaling 50,000 aviators and tank men and it prohibited the 
United States from sending one shipload of old army rifles. 

Mr. Duff repeated what was common knowledge during my first seven- 
teen years of foreign correspondence in Europe, that the American State 
Department was strongly under the influence of the British Foreign Office, 
no matter whether the president of the United States was a Republican or a 
Democrat. 

It was also common knowledge that the permanent staff of the Foreign 
Office continues British policy without interruption, no matter who the 
prime minister is—Tory, Liberal or Labor or Socialist. 

Concluding his argument, Mr. Duff produced a list of every member 
of the permanent staff of the Foreign Office, and checked off the names of 
those who favored Vatican policies. It totaled exactly 41 per cent. It in- 
cluded: Lord Vansittart, the permanent Under-Secretary of State; Sir (and 
later Lord) Tyrrell; Ivone Kirkpatrick, who dealt with German affairs and 
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was liaison between the Foreign Office, the British Broadcasting Corpora- 
tion, the Central Office of Information, and M.I.-5, the secret service of Scot- 
land Yard. 

While Mr. Duff was still in the Foreign Office, that body called in for 
consultation on its policy toward Spain a Monsignor Jackman, who was 
known to be in direct touch with the Vatican and acting under its direc- 
tives. With the advice of Monsignor Jackman, the 41 per cent Catholic 
group of the permanent staff was able to formulate the British govern- 
ment’s policy, which within a few weeks or months became U. S. State 
Department policy. 

The relationship between the British Foreign Office, and especially its 
Vatican-oriented contingent, and its opposites in the State Department has 
been noted, not in the newspapers which should have been alert to what 
goes on behind the scenes of world diplomacy, but by writers for the liberal 
weeklies, and the authors of books. Thus Robert Bendiner notes (in The 
Riddle of the State Department) that “the British Foreign Office bestirred 
itself and made known its wishes [on Spain] through Mr. [Joseph P.] Ken- 
nedy (one of the highest laymen aiding the Vatican). High Catholic func- 
tionaries rushed to Washington, and others managed to reach the President. 
. . . When the definitive history of the American pre-war policy is written, 
Congress will in truth be found with a heavy burden of responsibility, but 
in the case of the Spanish tragedy the sins of the State Department will 
stand out in isolated grandeur.” 

The pro-fascist cabal included not only Ambassador Kennedy but 
Ambassador Hugh Wilson, Ambassador William Bullitt, and James C. 
Dunn, political advisor on European affairs. Against them, Ambassador to 
Spain Claude Bowers, who respected veracity, could not prevail. 


Origin of the Cold War 


It used to be considered an axiom that every new weapon of war, no mat- 
ter how murderous, would always be eventually used. If it is indeed an 
axiom, then the atom bomb (or the cobalt bomb, or the new chemical and 
bacteriological warfare about which little is said or written) will be used 
and both the USA and the USSR will disappear, and very likely all humanity 
will disappear with the end of these two antagonists. 

The conflict, or “cold war,” did not begin after the founding of the United 
Nations and Winston Churchill's 1946 speech in Missouri which made it 
official: It began in 1942 when Soviet Russia was being overrun by the Nazis 
(who killed 25,000,000 Russians) and when Churchill prevented General 
Dwight D. Eisenhower from opening a second front in France and winning 
the war before (as Churchill hoped) Russia as well as Germany wvas totally 
destroyed. 

Eisenhower was a good soldier. He wanted to win the war in 1942 and 
thereby save many American lives; it could be done by landing in France 
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and diverting the German forces. But the politicians, not the generals, were 
in command, notably Churchill. (“War is much too serious a matter to be 
entrusted to the generals,” said the old tiger, Clemenceau, but in this in- 
stance the generals were right and the politicians wrong. ) 

After 1942 Stalin never trusted his Allies, and the cold war was on. Who 
were the Americans who influenced the decision to delay a second front 
until Russia was completely defeated—not merely one third destroyed? In 
a series of articles “Report to F.D.R.,” in his independent Journal of the 
Protestant Episcopal Church, editor Dr. Guy Emery Shipler wrote: 


Our explicit pledge to create a second front in Europe in 1942, a cross-channel 
invasion, had failed due to a systematic drive by Churchill and influential per- 
sonalities in the United States of America... . : 

A sinister “Stop Russia” propaganda was carried on here at home by such divi- 
sionist figures as the influential Father Edmund Walsh of Georgetown University, 
by Senator Burton Wheeler, by former ambassador William Bullitt, and the whole 
wrecking crew of America First. ... 

You will recall that [Admiral] Leahy’s clear-cut political program was against 
the Russians, against the British, against the Jews, but in sympathy with the 
Vichy-French and full admiration for the Germans. .. . 

With such influential men as Admiral] Leahy and James Forrestal in key posi- 
tions, with Father Edmund Walsh, Senator Vandenberg, and John Foster Dulles 
as chief policy advisers in the State Department, it was easy for the Vatican to 
determine the new course of American foreign policy... . 


Dr. Shipler, who had in President Roosevelt’s lifetime supplied him with 
several memoranda “as a basis for discussion on the highest level,” wrote 
in another of his “Reports to F.D.R.” in The Churchman: 


The Vatican State has been a partner in the Axis war of aggression. . . At the 
end of the war the Nazi high command had set their final hopes in an all-out 
propaganda drive for the Vatican’s powerful political machine in the U.S.A... . 
The Vatican intended to rebuild the Axis . . . its agents were clamoring for “pre- 
ventive war” (in 1946).... 

The facts about the Vatican-Axis alliance and the master scheme to instigate 
the cold war have never been told to the American public. ... 

You will recall that in 1944 we had accumulated striking evidence of an all-out 
Vatican drive aimed to safeguard the Axis powers from total military destruction. 
Agents of the Roman Church had been busy throughout the war in Britain, as 
well as here in Washington, peddling the idea that unconditional surrender was 
“impracticable” because it hampered the efforts in behalf of a negotiated peace, 
which would be easily concluded with the “moderate, conservative elements” in 
Germany and Japan. The leading purpose behind this talk was to prevent the 
defeat of the Axis and to set up powerful blocs in Europe and Asia in order to 
“stop Communism. . . .” 

A sure-fire device for the Vatican was to use the Hierarchy in America for 
sowing distrust and fear between the U.S. and the Soviets. The pope had to 


expect that the fact of his secret pact with Hitler and the other Axis war lords 
might comeé to light. 
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Dr. Shipler then quotes a New York Herald Tribune dispatch of June 9, 
1944, saying that it was obvious that the Pope “now believes that the Allies 
will win the war. . . . In the past the Vatican has opposed revolutionary 
forces by working with the Mussolinis, Francos and Petains. . . . Today, 
however, the Vatican seems to have made a significant shift of policy, hoping 
to gain the same ends by collaboration with the Anglo-Saxon powers.” 

Among the captured German documents Dr. Shipler quotes is a letter 
from Count Schwerin-Krosigk, Nazi minister of finance, to Goebbels saying: 
“The possibilities which Roosevelt’s death opens up for us are truly breath- 
taking. It is not only a judgment of God, it is a gift of God. . . . One pos- 
sibility for an active program, particularly with respect to America, is pre- 
sented by the Pope. . . . The extent of the Pope’s influence in the United 
States is less well known. While Protestants, superior in number, are divided 
in numberless sects, Catholics form a unified bloc, hearkening eagerly to 
the voice of the Pope. No American government can long follow a policy 
running counter to the sentiments of this exclusive bloc.” 


Dr. Shipler continues his “Report to F.D.R.”: 


Unbiased historians are able today to trace the role of the Vatican as the 
powerful instigator of the cold war. 

As long as you were alive, Churchill followed at least outwardly, the policies 
which had been laid down in Teheran and later at Yalta. However, we know 
today that Churchill followed a double dealing policy contrary to the pledges the 
Allies so solemnly gave each other. Soon after your departure Churchill, according 
to his own admission, instructed Montgomery to stack the captured German 
weapons and keep them in readiness for the possibility that the Nazis had to be 
rearmed against the Russians. 

There is little doubt that behind your back a sinister conspiracy was in far- 
flung operation as early as 1944 in which some prominent men and military 
commanders in Britain and the U.S.A. were deeply involved. The stated objective 
was to prevent the total defeat of the Axis, make a gradual change in the Alliance, 
and continue the war against Russia. The captured German documents make it 
clear that the Vatican managed to get a foothold in important positions in the 
State Department as well as in the U.S. armed forces. With the help of the 
Vatican agents in the U.S.A. the Nazi High Command hoped to split the Allies 
and to escape a fight to a finish by making Germany and the U.S.A. partners in a 
new anti-Soviet front. 


The German plan before Pearl Harbor and during the war was to change 
partners and persuade England and the United States to join in the crusade 
against Communist Russia—the “crusade” was also Vatican policy. Early in 
the war Rudolf Hess, the real author of Mein Kampf, had flown to England 
to persuade notable leaders who were fellow Buchmanites, to switch the 
war. Captured German documents confirm this idea. On June 26, 1941, Nazi 
Chargé d’Affaires Thompsen in Washington told Hitler, “Here is unre- 
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strained joy among the anti-interventionists as well as in Catholic circles 
about the German blows against the Soviet Union.” 

The German intelligence documents dated September 6 and October 21, 
1941, refer to conversations with “an American confidential agent. . . . After 
Russia is defeated, leading American circles see the possibility for a nego- 
tiated peace with the Axis. . . . Mr. White (the agent) named as best fitted 
for the role of mediators Myron Taylor (Roosevelt’s representative at the 
Vatican ) and the U.S. Ambassador Leahy in Vichy.” 

The German envoy in Berne informed Hitler (December 3, 1942): “The 
U.S.A. are not interested in having Germany defeated by Russia.” Diplomatic 
report from Madrid August 31, 1943: “State Department in Washington fears 
the bolshevization of the whole of Europe” and favors a negotiated peace. 
A coded telegram January 12, 1944, from the Berne envoy summarizing “very 
important diplomatic documents” received from the Swiss legations in Wash- 
ington and London, concludes: “Official Washington opinion is that a Soviet 
breakthrough on the Eastern front would come at a most unfortunate mo- 
ment. A Soviet occupation of Germany would not be viewed calmly in 
Washington.” 


Twenty-ei ght sf 


THE VATICAN 
LOBBY IN 
WASHINGTON 


Although the term “lobby” in connection with the Vatican’s activities in 
Washington is rarely used, there have been mentions of it in the House of 
Representatives, and on one occasion the United Press reported the ejection 
of a Vatican lobbyist who had too zealously pursued his calling in zones 
limited to members of Congress only. 

If the Vatican State were recognized, and there was an exchange of dip- 
lomatic officials, it might be possible for its representatives to be forced to 
register, as are the lobbyists for the American Legion and for foreign gov- 
ernments. 

The Vatican lobby’s greatest successes in Washington in the past quarter 
of a century have been the destruction of the Spanish Republic, when its 
agents convinced President Franklin D. Roosevelt with the falsehood that 
the Republic was Communist-dominated, and the continued support of 
fascist Spain into the 1960s. 

In the College of Cardinals at the Vatican there are two major groups, 
one known as the theologians, another as the politicians. At the time Roose- 
velt was deep in his campaign for election a second time, the leading politi- 
cal cardinal of them all, Pacelli, who was later to become Pope Pius XII, 
came to the United States to enlist this country’s aid to the fascist con- 
spiracy against Spain. (The headline of the New York Times read: PACELLI 
REPORTED SEEKING AID OF THE U.S. IN ANTI-RED DRIVE.) The propaganda had 
originated in Hitler’s Berlin: That the Spanish Republic was red, when in 
truth and in fact there were proportionably fewer Communists in the country 
than there were in the United States, an estimated 25,000 among 25,000,000 
people. 

Under the Republic the Church had been separated from the State; and 
the Republic's 13,000,000 acres which had been divided among a million 
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starving, impoverished (Roman Catholic) peasants included some Church 
lands. Franco promised to repeal all the Republic’s reforms and to re-estab- 
lish the Church in control of education and in possession of the powers it 
had had under the monarchy. 

To this day the elementary and secondary textbooks of Spain, omitting the 
treason of the Franco officers, the atrocities in Barcelona and Guernica and 
Badajoz, and the responsibility for a war which cost one million (Roman 
Catholic) lives, declare that the uprising was sanctioned by the Vatican, that 
the Vatican had called the movement by Hitler, Mussolini, and Franco “a 
holy crusade.” 

Whether or not Roosevelt believed that buncombe can never be known. 
But Catholic historian Teeling has recorded that the meeting in Hyde 
Park was of “the utmost significance,” and almost immediately afterwards 
the Nazi press reported that the president had made important concessions 
to the Church and that in turn Cardinal Pacelli “is declared to have de- 
livered the Catholic vote in the United States to Roosevelt.” 

The hypothesis that Roosevelt then and there traded his support to the 
fascist axis, which was to take the form of an embargo on arms to the Re- 
public, while Hitler and Mussolini sent whole armies to Spain, appeared 
to be borne out by important visits to Hyde Park and the White House at 
the beginning and during the campaign by such notable Catholic leaders 
as Jim Farley and Cardinal Spellman. Louis Adamic had personal knowl- 
edge of a visit to the White House by Farley, who warned the president 
he could lose the Catholic vote en masse and therefore the election of No- 
vember, 1936, if the Hierarchy and the Cardinals so decreed—and they 
would so decree if supplies to the Republic were not embargoed. 

The president either did not know about or paid no attention to the polls 
which showed the American people 65 per cent for the Loyalists, and 
which in 1938, despite one of the greatest red-baiting campaigns in history, 
showed 75 per cent against Franco. Catholics were 60 per cent against the 
fascist coalition; Protestants 83 per cent. It was the hierarchy in America 
which decided on the death of the Republic. 

The newspapers reported Cardinal O'Connell of Boston Hams FRANCO 
AIMS; CARDINAL HAYES SAYS HE PRAYS FOR FRANCO; and the Catholic Union 
& Times said editorially, “If a choice has to be made between Communism 
and Fascism, we will take Fascism every time.” Cardinal Spellman pub- 
lished an article in Collier’s supporting Franco. 

But in France, Cardinal Verdier was publicly anti-Franco. In Great 
Britain Cardinal Hinsley, the primate, at first supported the fascist rebellion, 
saying, “If Fascism goes down, God’s cause goes down with it,” but when 
the news of the massacre at Badajoz and Franco’s repeated atrocities, which 
British war correspondents actually saw, was reported, Cardinal Hinsley 
became an anti-Fascist. 

In France, Belgium, Britain, Ireland, and other countries, a part of the 
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diocesan press, numerous parish priests, and several bishops, as well as 
Catholic journalists, labor leaders, and noted laymen publicly denounced 
Franco, Hitler, Mussolini, and fascism. The United States was the only 
country in the nonfascist world where not one clerical voice, not one dioce- 
san newspaper spoke out against the fascist conspiracy. On the other hand 
the American Federation of Labor and the CIO (which was about 65 per 
cent Catholic) pledged their 15,000,000 members to fight fascism (and later 
demanded that the United Nations act against the Spanish dictator). 

There was more Catholic unity in America than there was in Spain itself. 
Cardinal Vidal y Barraquer refused to sign a circular letter of the Catholic 
clergy against the Republican regime because he said it contained false- 
hoods. The London Times correspondent Lawrence Fernsworth, who also 
served as Valencia correspondent for the New York Times, so reported. 
Whereupon Francis X. Talbot, S.]., editor of America, wrote the New York 
paper a letter, which it published, saying that Cardinal Vidal y Barraquer 
was “mentally incapacitated.” This was not true. Correspondent Fernsworth, 
himself a practicing Catholic, was able to find the cardinal, and found him 
in sound mind and sound body, at home, and not in a sanitarium as Father 
Talbot had stated. But the New York Times let the false statement stand 
despite the true statement of its own representative. 

At the end of the war, when Franco overran all of Spain, Cardinal Vidal* 
y Barraquer fled to Rome and voted in the conclave which elected Secre- 
tary of State Pacelli Pope Pius XI. But for his action in Spain he remained 
in disfavor all his life, and died years later in poverty in Switzerland. 

The Vatican lobby in Washington, assured of Roosevelt’s support for the 
embargo bill, began its pressure on Congress, and notably the men elected 
by the voters of New York, Boston, Chicago, Detroit, Baltimore, all of 
Connecticut, and all of Rhode Island—the Catholic strongholds. The bill 
was passed by an almost hysterical Congress, convinced by the propagandists 
it was saving another nation from the red peril. 

For almost two years falsehood prevailed. But it was impossible for the 
press to maintain in the face of callous admissions by Mussolini and Hitler, 
who boasted of their victories in Spain, the myth of a people’s uprising 
against Communism: It eventually became known even in the United States 
—and despite the Vatican propaganda campaign—that the Anti-Komintern 
Pact nations were destroying another democracy. Spain was almost de- 
stroyed, but there was still hope. If the embargo could be repealed, the 
Republic could be munitioned, and it might save itself. The Times an- 
nounced that the repeal movement in Congress was assured of success be- 
cause the State Department had at last seen the light; it had realized that 
the fascist nations were experimenting in Spain for an attack on the rest of 
the world. 

According to Max Lerner (columnist of the New York Post and professor 
at Brandeis University, writing in The Nation) this report was true, but “the 
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Catholics got busy and reached the President, who was fishing in southern 
waters. High church dignitaries [he did not name them] came to Washing- 
ton and talked cold politics.” ne: 

The result now depended on Cardinal Mundelein of Chicago, the only 
American cardinal who had not endorsed Franco and fascism. Dr. Lerner 
mentioned the report (and the denial) that Mundelein had interceded with 
FDR via Farley, “yet the report will not down; and Mundelein, as the prize 
New Deal Cardinal, would be the strategic link between Catholic reaction 
and New Deal realities.” But when the test came, Mundelein remained 
silent: He could not speak out against the wishes of the Vatican, the Vatican 
lobby, and his three fellow cardinals in America, Lerner wrote: 


Along with the Catholics, the British Foreign Office and its satellites among the 
major American ambassadors in Western Europe, got busy. . . . Only a band of 
heroes could have withstood the combined effect of Catholic votes, State Depart- 
ment leaning and authority, administration pressure, and mental sluggishness— 
and the Senate committee was not heroic. ... 

In addition to the British lion, there is the Catholic vote. The biggest factor 
within the State Department was British pressure, and the biggest factor in the 
mind of the President was the Catholic vote. ... 

The Washington Times had the courage to write, “It is a cold political fact 
ahat the Catholic Church has taken a determined stand in favor of General 
Franco... ..” 

It is a “cold political fact” that Mr. Roosevelt, who has braved concentrated 
wealth, has not braved the risk of losing the votes of Boston, New York, Chicago, 
Detroit, Baltimore... . 


So the repeal was lost and the Republic was lost. 

The power of the Vatican lobby was evident again when it was proposed 
that members of the American Congress send a message to the Spanish con- 
gress, the Cortes, which was called into session in Madrid despite the war. 
But only sixty of the more than five hundred members of Congress had the 
courage to sign the memorandum; and every one of them was attacked by 
the Catholic press, the pulpit, the cardinals, the priests and the diocesan 
weeklies. 

Orders were sent out from the “powerhouses,” as the offices of Cardinal 
Spellman on Madison Avenue and the other cardinals were called by news- 
paper men (among themselves), to get retractions from the sixty mem- 
bers of Congress or threaten their defeat at the next elections. Recant, 
or be knifed at the polls. Many recanted. Among those who did so publicly 
were: Senators Gibson of Vermont, Brown of Michigan, Herring of Iowa, 
and Representative Allen of Pennsylvania. 

Those who half-recanted, who straddled, who said they had not meant 
their greetings to the Cortes to be an endorsement of the Republic, were: 


Senators Byrd of Virginia, McKellar of Tennessee, Holt of West Virginia, Town- 
send of Delaware, Pepper of Florida, Thomas of Oklahoma, Johnson of Colorado, 
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Bulow of South Dakota, Donahey of Ohio, McGill of Kansas, Logan of Kentucky, 
Minton of Indiana and Connally of Texas. 

And also Representatives Hildebrand of South Dakota, Mahon of Texas, Voorhis 
of California, Kopplemann of Connecticut, Fries of Illinois, Cole of New York, 
Pearson of Tennessee, Withrow of Wisconsin, Randolph of West Virginia, Eicher 
of Iowa, Johnson of Minnesota, Transue of Michigan and Cooley of North Carolina. 


Only a few brave men stood up for the Republic and against the Nazis 
and fascists: Senators Frazier, Thomas, LaFollette, Nye, and Hollander. 
Each affirmed his faith in democracy, and each faced a Catholic cabal at 
his next appearance at the polls. 

After the Spanish Republic was destroyed and after World War II, the 
Catholic lobby in Washington remained active: It did its best to get the 
fascist regime into the United Nations, and to get loans for Franco when 
his economy failed, and it is still active today. Of course, not one of the 
Vatican lobbyists or the agents of Franco ever registered under the lobby- 
ing law. 

Here is an item from the May 12, 1949, edition of the New York World- 
Telegram, the leading Scripps-Howard newspaper, with no previous or later 
reputation of publishing news usually suppressed: 


PATMAN OUSTS PRIEST 
LOBBYING FOR SPAIN 

Washington, May 12—A Catholic priest, lobbying for full recognition of Spain, 
was removed from the speaker's lobby of the House chamber today. 

The Rev. Dr. Joseph F. Thorning, associate editor of The Americas & World 
Affairs, wandered into the speaker’s lobby, went on the House floor and then back 
to.the speaker’s lobby, urging members to make speeches for recognition of Spain. 

When he approached Rep. Wright Patman (D. Tex.), Mr. Patman called door- 
keeper W. M. Miller and the priest was ordered to leave. Mr. Patman pointed out 
that House rules permit only members and news correspondents in the speaker's 


lobby. 


Father Thorning should have been registered as a fascist agent. 

Instead of being exposed as a lobbyist, he was treated as a favorite of the 
press. He filled many columns in the letters-to-the-editor department of the 
Times with his propaganda. But in The Catholic World magazine he 
charged the American press with unfairness, alleging its correspondents in 
Spain were being wined and dined by “Reds” and urging newspapers to have 
more “competent reporters on the spot, unfinanced by red gold.” These 
statements were a group libel. Ernest Hemingway and Herbert Matthews 
and Martha Gellhorn and Fernsworth and others (including my wife and 
myself representing the N.Y. Post) were trying to stem the flood of falsehood 
from all over the world which filled the American press, to tell truths later 
admitted by Goering and others at the Nurenberg trials; we starved in 
Madrid, we had no meat for six months; the Republic’s gold had all gone 
to Moscow for munitions (which were never delivered); and if Father 
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Thorning had named names he could have been sent to jail for criminal 
libel, so glaring were his falsehoods. But he published them in a pamphlet 
sponsored by the International Catholic Truth Society (sic) with a foreword 
by Father Edward Lodge Curran, the eastern representative of Father 
Charles E. Coughlin. 

Subtle anti-Semitism was also one of Father Thorning’s weapons. After 
attacking the war correspondents, he turned upon the press, which he ac- 
cused of unfairness, naming only Jewish names: Sulzberger, Meyer, Pulitzer, 
and Stern. These men ran the New York Times, the Washington Post, the 
St. Louis Post-Dispatch, and the Philadelphia Record and New York Post— 
a handful of the very few papers which, when it was possible, reported the 
war in Spain without bias or falsehood. Thorning, without repeating Cough- 
lin’s propaganda that it was all an “international Jewish-communist plot,” 
said of these four newspaper owners and five dailies: “It was no mere coinci- 
dence that these newspapers have been conspicuous for their bias.” 

The fascist regime in Spain wanted to be a member of the United Nations. 
The British government, thanks to the Labour Party influence, vetoed this. 
There was indignation in France, in Sweden and Denmark and other coun- 
tries with a large socialist element opposed to fascism as well as communism. 
And twice in the 1950s the Franco regime was collapsing economically. 

The Vatican lobby in Washington again went into action. A bill was intro- 
duced to give Franco a $100,000,000 loan. The Senate voted the House 
down on the first attempt. The lobbyists began visiting the Senators, and on 
the second attempt the bill was passed sixty to fifteen. 

There were only a handful of men with a liberal record among the sixty. 
Those who voted for the fascist government had a long record of voting the 
NAM bills, and anti-labor bills, the public utility bills, the gas lobby bills, 
the drug lobby bills. Owen Brewster of Maine; John Bricker of Ohio (spokes- 
man for the real estate lobby); Styles Bridges of New Hampshire, who had 
been exposed by several liberal weeklies as the voice of the New England 
power and light trust rather than the citizens of New Hampshire; Homer 
E. Capehart of Indiana, manufacturer and representative of big business; 
James O. Eastland of Mississippi, white supremacist and defender of the 
Germany-first group; Zales N. Ecton of Montana, a Montana Power and 
Anaconda Copper man; Homer Ferguson, of Michigan, special pleader for 
the Detroit auto makers; Gurney, one of the South Dakotans elected with 
the NAM slush fund; Edwin C. Johnson of Colorado, a public utility spokes- 
man; William Langer of North Dakota, an unpredictable character; Pat 
McCarran of Nevada, chief spokesman for the Vatican in the Senate, and 
representative of the silver mining interests; Joseph McCarthy of Wisconsin, 
the father of McCarthyism; Kenncth McKellar of Tennessee, chief enemy 
of public power and TVA; Karl E. Mundt of South Dakota, the NAM stooge 
and anti-labor leader; Richard B. Russell of Georgia, a Dixiecrat; Robert A. 
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Taft of Ohio, Mr. Republican himself, co-author of the anti-labor measure 
bearing his name; Thomas of Oklahoma, oil and gas representative; and 
Kenneth S. Wherry of Nebraska, an undertaker by trade and one of the 
gravediggers of American democracy. 

Was it a coincidence that the majority of the names found voting for the 
Franco bill are those voting for the Taft-Hartley bill, the Kerr bill to steal a 
billion dollars from buyers of gas, against Medicare and Social Security and 
all social legislation throughout the past quarter century? The same senators 
gave tidelands oil to private interests; the same senators sabotaged TVA 
whenever it needed funds—for decades sabotaged the St. Lawrence Sea- 
way project because the Morgan public utility interests opposed it; the same 
senators could be relied on to vote against any measure considered to come 
under the general welfare clause of the Constitution of the United States. 
Bricker, Bridges, Capehart, Eastland, Gurney, McCarran, McCarthy, McKel- 
lar, Taft, Wherry—these men constituted the hard core of reaction in the Sen- 
ate, and were the natural friends of the fascist dictators abroad. 

McCarran sponsored the bill in the Senate to give Franco the $100,000,000. 
Among the men who voted for it was a leading Catholic, Dennis Chavez of 
New Mexico, who had previously voted against every pro-fascist measure. 
On one occasion Chavez had denounced Louis Budenz, onetime editor of 
the Communist Daily Worker, who on returning to the Church had become 
an informer for witch-hunting committees—Chavez told the Senate Budenz 
was a Catholic “using Christ as a club” against innocent people. 

Liberals applauded liberal Catholic Chavez. But not so the diocesan press: 
He was told in print that he would never be elected to the Senate again, 
and neither would his brother be re-elected a judge. When the second 
Franco vote came up, Chavez toed the Vatican party line. 

Whereupon the outspoken Wayne Morse: of Oregon denounced fascists 
by name—a rare event in either House—and actually had the courage to 
mention the Vatican lobby which was supporting that system in Spain. 

“T hate with all my soul and being everything that is communistic,” said 
Senator Morse, “but likewise I hate with an equal hatred, and with all my 
soul and being, everything that is fascist. Spain is a fascist nation. . . 

“I do not think we are ever going to win the fight for freedom around the 
world if we proceed to support totalitarian principles, whether they are 
communist or fascist... . 

“I cannot escape the fact that there are thousands of American boys lying 
buried in Europe today because of the behind-the-scenes support that 
Franco gave to Mussolini and Hitler. . .. 

“There is a powerful lobby supporting this loan... .” 

There was no mention in the American press of the activities in Washing- 
ton of the Vatican lobbyists, including the National Catholic Welfare Con- 
ference, the Knights of Columbus, the Catholic War Veterans, and others. 
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One senator had the courage to question the Catholic support of Franco. 
Senator (later Vice President) Hubert H. Humphrey of Minnesota placed 
in the Congressional Record this statement: » % 


Is the opposition to Franco in Spain anti-Catholic? 

Not at all. Almost all Spaniards are Catholics, including Franco’s opponents in 
Spain—among them the Basques, many of whose priests were jailed by Franco 
after the civil war [twelve were murdered by order of Franco during the war]. 
The strongest alliance against Franco, an alliance of monarchist and democratic 
parties, is composed predominantly of Catholics. 

What about Catholics outside Spain, how do they feel about Franco? 

Almost all the Catholic political parties which support the anticommunist gov- 
ernments of Western Europe have condemned the Franco government. . . . 


Senator Humphrey also mentioned the great European labor unions— 
notably those of France and Britain—which are on record against Hitler, 
Stalin, Mussolini, and Franco; and the AFL and CIO in the United States. 

In the second pro-Franco vote in addition to Chavez, who had been 
threatened, two more leading Catholic liberals who had voted anti-fascist 
all their lives switched their votes: Brian McMahon of Connecticut and 
James E. Murray of Montana, as did the most liberal Republican of all, my 
own senator from Vermont, George D. Aiken—although my other senator, 
Ralph E. Flanders, who wasn't seeking votes, voted No. 

McCarran did the bidding of the Vatican lobby. One of his curious argu- 
ments was this: “We loaned to Portugal $27,500,000. If there is a dictator- 
ship anywhere in Europe or if there is a fascist form of government in 
Europe, it is Portugal,” he argued, and if Portugal was worth that much 
money, then Spain was worth four times as much. The end justifies the means 
is not a foreign policy. 


Upton Sinclair, who was a guest for many days at the White House, quotes 
President Franklin D. Roosevelt (in Presidential Agent) comparing himself 
to a man driving three horses, the New Deal, the Southern bloc, and “my 
Roman Catholic charger.” Sinclair heard from others that the “head of the 
Hierarchy ... talked cold turkey” about Spain and the Catholic vote, saying 
“either you keep arms from the Spanish Reds or else we defeat your party.” 
We do have the unquestionable evidence that FDR regretted his action. 

The American ambassador to Spain, Claude Bowers, informed the State 
Department that there were no reds in Spain, that when the war began the 
Communist influence was negligible, that the fascists sent in armies, the 
Russians only a few hundred men, and that Hitler and Mussolini were using 
Spain to test their men and arms for a world war. The State Department 
did its best to sabotage the Bowers reports. The ambassador describes his 
return to Washington: 


I found President Roosevelt at his desk in the White House residence, more 
serious and graver than I had ever seen him before. I got the impression that he 
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was not happy over the course we had followed. Before I could sit down or utter 
a word, he said: 

“We have made a mistake; you have been right all along.” 

He said more, in explanation, that I do not feel free to quote from my diary. 
He did say, however, that he had been deluged with contradictory information 
from many quarters other than from the ambassador to Spain. ... [My Mission 
to Spain, p. 418] 


Secretary of State Sumner Welles wrote (in Time for Decision, p. 57): 
“Of all our blind isolationist policies the most disastrous was our attitude on 
the Spanish Civil War.” 

President Truman wrote in his Memoirs: 


I voted in favor of the much-disputed Neutrality Act of 1937, because I thought 
it would help keep us out of involvement in the Civil War then going on in Spain. 
However, I saw the need for its revision in 1939 and again in 1941 as global 
warfare made the original measure unworkable. I believe it was a mistake for me 
to support the Neutrality Act in the first PACE eae: 


Cardinal Pacelli, the Vatican envoy who had first brought Vatican pressure 
to bear on President Roosevelt, was elected Pope Pius XII on March 2, 1939. 
One of his first acts was to send congratulations to Franciseo Franco on the 
success of his “Christian crusade.” 


Twenty-nine st 


SPELLMAN’S 
VIETNAM LOBBY 


If anyone today believes that things have changed, and for the better, and 
that the press no longer fools most of the people most of the time, I would 
suggest that he read the report on Vietnam published for the Ford Founda- 
tion by the Center for the Study of Democratic Institutions in 1965. 

Only one conclusion can be drawn from it: The American government 
and the American press completely deceived the American public on the 
tragic and bloody war in Vietnam. 

My own first shocked realization that the truth was not told, that the im- 
portant facts were suppressed, and that without censorship we were living 
in thick fog and darkness such as always prevails when a nation is at war, 
occurred when I came upon a magazine new to me called Ramparts pub- 
lished in California by Catholic laymen. The article, “Hang Down Your 
Head Tom Dooley” was written by Robert Scheer and said: 

“I suspect that many American Catholics were secretly relieved last Octo- 
ber at the demise of Ngo Dinh Diem and his brother Nhu. The reports of 
their ‘Catholic despotism’ had threatened to get out of hand.” 

The writer then charges that Francis Cardinal Spellman had accepted the 
Catholic myths supplied him by Ngo and Nhu, and had repeated them at 
his propaganda address to the American Legion. Mr. Scheer continues: 
“The one indisputable fact of the Vietnam story is that the United States is 
on the unpopular side. . .. We must rid ourselves of the Tom Dooley-Cardi- 
nal Spellman type of myth about the operations of the North Vietnamese. 
After all, if the war continues, may it not one day be called Cardinal Spell- 
man’s final solution of the Vietnam question?” 

In its July, 1965, issue Ramparts asked editorially: 


Why is the public told America was asked to step into Vietnam, when our initial 
involvement was actually installing, financing and arming a despotic and unpopu- 
lar premier as a “democratic alternative” to the overwhelming grass-roots popularity 
of the communist guerrillas? 
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Why do people still believe that Southeast Asia is ready to fall, country-by- 
country, like dominoes into the communist axis, when Asian nations are in reality 
complex, perverse, and independent. .. . 

Why do serious, concrete, non-Establishment proposals for peace stand so little 
chance of being heard and understood by American policy makers? 

Why—and this is the most disturbing question of all why is there no signifi- 
cant number of Americans asking these questions? . . . Have we lost all capacity 
for moral outrage? 


This editorial precedes an article, “The Vietnam Lobby,” of which Mr. 
Scheer is co-author (with Warren Hinckle), and which is largely included in 
the Ford Foundation pamphlet—from which I have received permission to 
quote at length. Mr. Scheer reviews the attempt of the French colony, in- 
cluding the rubber plantation owners, to effect a counter-revolution, their 
occupation of Saigon, “the widespread atrocities, and acts of terror perpe- 
trated by all sides. 

“At first the United States had been merely apathetic about Vietnamese in- 
dependence. But then the cold war began. William Bullitt [one-time 
ambassador to Paris, friend of fascism, false adviser to FDR on Spain | 
who in October 1947 had called for open U.S. intervention in China in an 
article in Life magazine, sounded the alarm against Ho Chi Minh in the same 
magazine in December. . . . The preoccupations of the U.S. policy were 
never those of a majority of Vietnamese, and this has been at the root of 
the failure.” 

Ngo Dinh Diem, the premier, spent part of the next three years persuad- 
ing the United States to help him. “His brother, Bishop Can, was an im- 
portant contact with the American Catholic Church, and Diem lived for 
some time in the Maryknoll Seminaries in New Jersey and New York. The 
latter school was under the jurisdiction of Cardinal Spellman, and Diem 
soon developed a close relationship with this important American Catholic. 
The Cardinal became one of Diem’s most influential backers in the United 
States and there is no doubt that this support was crucial, for, among other 
things, it certified Diem as an important anti-Communist—no small matter 


during the McCarthy period. 


Diem was thus launched upon his career as a lobbyist. . . . Diem in his first 
year in office moved to consolidate his control by crushing all sources of opposi- 
tion—the religious sects and nationalist but anti-Diem politicians. .. . 

One of the first voices raised publicly on behalf of a “hard line” of all-out sup- 


port for Diem was that of Cardinal Spellman. ... Ina speech before the Ameri- 
can Legion convention on August 31, 1954 .. . Spellman emphasized the essen- 
tial theses of the cold war containment policy. . . . [Scheer quotes Spellman’s 
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conventional anti-Communist phrases, “Red Russia’s bestial tyranny,” “Red rulers’ 
godless goons.” ] 
The Cardinal demonstrated his support of Diem by going to Vietnam to deliver 


personally the first check for Catholic Relief Services funds. 
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From the very beginning Diem displayed that tendency toward autocracy and 
family rule for which the mass media of the United States would belatedly con- 
demn his administration eight years later. In early 1955, when he moved to crush 
the religious sects . . . some Americans began to side with the French against 
Hii .s 

At this juncture, when it looked as if the U.S. might dispose of Diem, his reser- 
voir of support, his “lobby,” proved decisive. In the ensuing struggle the curious 
alliance of [Edward] Lansdale, the CIA agent, [Joseph] Buttinger, the ex-Aus- 
trian Socialist, and Cardinal Spellman won the day... . 

Spellman sent Buttinger back to Washington to meet with Joseph P. Kennedy. 
.. . Spellman had arranged meetings with the editorial board of the N.Y. Herald 
Tribune, the chief editors of Life and Time, and several editors of the N.Y. Times. 
On January 29, 1955, after Buttinger’s visit to the Times, that paper carried an 
editorial which closely paralleled Buttinger’s arguments in Diem’s behalf. [ Note: 
in 1965 the Times was one of the few newspapers which forthrightly criticized 
the Administration.—G.5S. ] 

From the Spring of 1955 on, the U.S. commitment to Diem was complete. This 
meant that the U.S. would ignore the French protestations and the Geneva ac- 
cords—including the provisions calling for reunification through free elections. . . 
A cardinal, a CIA agent, and an ex-Austrian Socialist seemed to have carried the 
day against the instincts of a General [Eisenhower] turned President. 


Under the Geneva accords Vietnamese could move north or south. About 
1,000,000 uprooted themselves. Only 150,000 refugees went north, which in 
the view of the United States was a repudiation of the Communist Vietminh. 
But Scheer tells the truth: The Vietminh kept its men in Vietnam to vote 
in future elections; the 879,000 going south consisted of 200,000 dependents 
of colonial army personnel and, most important of all, 679,000 Roman 
Catholics. While the French ruled, the Catholic communities received 
favored treatment, they had raised troops, fought alongside the French 
against Vietminh. They now feared reprisals. 

Everything was done for the refugees. Aid from the United States was 
tremendous, but it was given mostly to a minority, the Catholics, and this 
caused resentment. 

Diem, who had crushed all rival powerful religious sects, on coming to 
America visited Cardinal Spellman, was hailed as a “God-fearing anti- 
Communist” by Mayor Richard E. Wagner of New York, was banqueted 
by the American Friends of Vietnam and the International Rescue Com- 
mission, Henry R. Luce of Life, Time, and Fortune presiding; praised by 
the Times as in the Jeffersonian tradition, called a “Miracle Man” by Life, 
which, however, gave an inkling of Diem’s terror at home—secret police, 
concentration camps, re-education or brainwashing centers. Life praised 
Diem for ignoring the Geneva plebiscite order, saying: “Diem saved his 
people from this agonizing prospect simply by refusing to permit the 
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plebiscite and thereby avoided national suicide.” In other words, Diem 
violated the treaty, but the end justifies the means, which is one of the 
oldest rationalizations of the Soviets—notably Stalin. A large part of the 
praise for Diem came from liberals and Socialists, their publications, and all 
parts of the Vietnam lobby. Mr. Scheer continues: 


None of this suggests that the press of the United States would not have hailed 
the Vietnam “miracle” without the efforts of the lobby. There was the usual 
tendency to follow the official line. . . . The “miracle” thesis formulated by the 
lobby was accepted by most of the mass media during the first five years of the 
Diem regime. 


One of the great problems of the European and Asian world is land 
reform—a subject vital to almost one billion people, the cause of wars and 
revolutions and famines, but one of almost no interest whatever to the 
American press. It was nearly impossible to tell the story of land seizures 
in Italy before Fascism came and made the landlords secure, or to point out 
the importance of the Spanish Republic's land reform which resulted in 
the Duke of Alba’s financing the fascist rebellion. In Vietnam land reform 
was vital. Communists had declared land would be confiscated, and the 
landlords had run away. Mr. Scheer writes: 


The most politically effective response on the part of the government would 
have been to legalize take-overs that had occurred under the Communists. But 
this solution would have struck at the basic respect for property underlying the 
type of rural middle-class society that the United States and the Diem govern- 
ment were attempting to create. .. . The program reaffirmed the sacredness of 
property and at the same time enhanced the landlords’ financial position. . . 
In its actual operation, land reform legitimized the return of the landlord to the 
countryside he had fled, to collect rents he had ceased to collect, and to receive 
money for land he had long abandoned. This is the link between the land reform 
program and the increase in guerrilla warfare. . 

In 1959 the “miracle” of Vietnam burst; it had been nothing more than a miracle 
of public relations. . .. He [Diem] concluded he would have to base his appeal 
on the issue of anti-Communism. 


The nation seethed with discontent, but the discontent was not reported. 
One of the few items of criticism was a sensational series published by 
Albert Colegrove in the Scripps-Howard papers, but it was directed not 
against the wrong American policy but high costs. 

In 1960 Diem got Chiang Kai-shek to sign a joint statement asking that 
aid to the anti-Communist bloc be extended because of the increased 
“communist danger,” although previously he had boasted he had restored 
order. Diem now switched from the small Oram publicity agency to the 
$200,000-a-year Kastor, Hilton, Chesley, Clifford & Atherton. In 1961 the 
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U.S. military realized that the Viet Cong’s guerrilla warfare depended upon 
Vietnam peasant support and sympathy and the military planned ways of 
separating the two elements. 

In the Saturday Evening Post General Landsdale’s report to President 
Kennedy was published, including the incident of the Catholic priest, Father 
Hoa, who paused while singing the mass to give a firing order against 
approaching guerrillas. “Readers were given the impression that Vietnamese 
peasants were eager to fight the communist ‘aggressors, ” comments Mr. 
Scheer. In 1962 Denis Weaver in The Reporter told how Diem’s troops used 
water torture on captured Viet Cong. A year later in the same magazine 
he wrote that “Nhu directed South Vietnam like a gangland leader” and 
reported that the widely acclaimed government’s land reform was “a 
ghastly flop.” Time, in a cover story in 1961, admitted that “after all the 
years of struggle, Diem has still not won the farmers to the government 
side. Fully one fourth of the villages are in the hands of the communist 
guerrillas, and often these are more voluntarily than forced.” The vast major- 
ity of the Vietnamese were against the Diem regime and for the Viet Cong— 
Communist or whatever their policies were most of them did not know. 

The next important fact was the change in the editorial policy of the New 
York Times, thanks largely to its war correspondent David Halberstam, who 
won the Pulitzer Prize for his articles which attacked the State Department 
policy, accused it of falsely claiming the war was being won when in fact 
it was being lost, and showed up the Diem regime in such a manner as to 
contribute to its downfall; he detailed both its brutality and its inefficiency. 
Concluding his review, Mr. Scheer writes: 


The critics in the press limited themselves to the inefficiency of the U.S. pro- 
gram rather than evaluating its assumptions and goals. . . . There was evidence to 
indicate that the “aggression from the North’—the professed basis for American 
involvement—was not a significant element in the guerrilla fighting. This had to 
mean, then, that the United States was in the position of opposing a largely in- 
digenous and popular movement. . . . But to allow the facts to fall into a pattern 
that would force such a conclusion would deny most of the myths used to sustain 
U.S. policy at home. The press showed no disposition to challenge simplistic 
anti-communist ideology, although it was an ideology increasingly unrelated to 
the actual events, and increasingly unable to handle or explain them. 

The Vietnam story underscores the total commitment of dominant American 
political and press circles to the ideology of modern welfare capitalism. 

In my examination of the American mass media for this report I found no 
instance where a “Communist” could be described as altruistic or genuinely corn- 
mitted to the well-being of his fellow-man. If individual Communists appeared to 
be so, it was because they were being deceptive. .. . The idea that Communist 
or Vietminh rule under Ho Chi Minh might be better for the Vietnamese than 
any alternative political system has never been really examined in the United 
States because it is unthinkable. And although it was often admitted that a good 
portion of the Vietnamese population seemed to have this idea (Eisenhower 
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thought it might be 80 per cent), it has never been seriously suggested that this 
view is worthy of any respect by Americans. .. . 

Throughout the past ten years, many specific criticisms of U.S. policy in Viet- 
nam have been voiced in the mass media—some implicit and some direct—but 
almost all of them have been quibbles in relation to the basic policy. Many facts 
that should have been uncomfortable for that policy were presented—facts about 
Diem’s terror, Viet Cong popularity, and so on—but they failed to produce a 
real political issue because they were not linked together to provide a confronta- 


tion with the “big idea” behind the policy. 


Nothing as frank and honest as the two articles in Ramparts and the 
pamphlet of the Center for the Study of Democratic Institutions has ap- 
peared in the mass media recently. Morley Safer of CBS broadcast some 
alarming truths and, moreover, he got his cameramen to show the Marines 
setting fire to the village of Cam Ne. 

Newsweek reported millions of Amcricans being shocked and the net- 
work being “deluged with telephone calls, most of them protesting not the 
Marines’ action but Safer’s reporting of it... . Defense department officials 
were furious. . . . Pentagon spokesman Arthur Sylvester dashed off a note 
of complaint to CBS President Fred Friendly.” In wartime, correspondents 
depend entirely upon the military for getting anywhere and anything— 
it creates a dilemma equal to that in dictator countries which have no free- 
dom—press or individual. 

After the Scheer items appeared, the Times published an item, page 1, 
headlined MILITARY PLEDGE TO SAIGON IS DENIED BY EISENHOWER. In other 
words Eisenhower nailed as false statements over a period of ten years 
that there had been a military commitment, that Saigon had asked our 
intervention. The Committee for a Sane Nuclear Policy published a full-page 
advertisement in the Times, mostly a blank page in the middle of which 
was a picture of a cockroach, the only possible survivor of World War III. 
Underneath, it said: “1. It has become a war that nobody can win. 2. The 
South Vietnamese whom everybody is so anxious to save, are bcing de- 
stroyed in the process. 3.... the US. cannot be the world’s self-appointed 
policeman.” 

Under the heading viETNAM: MISINFORMING THE PUBLIC the Times also 
published a report from its Saigon correspondent, Charles Mohr (November 
26, 1965), saying “a steady stream of misinformation about the war in Viet- 
nam is reaching the American reading and voting public’ some of it due 
to “the limitations and errors of journalists” but the major cause “incom- 
plete and misleading information” released by the military. 

Eric Sevareid in Look magazine disclosed that Hanoi had indeed made 
peace feelers via the United Nations and that U Thant had so informed 
Adlai Stevenson. American officials had rejected the bid, kept it secret, 
denied it. And Emmet John Hughes, columnist for Newsweek, reviewing 
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the situation (December 13, 1965) said the critics of U.S. policy “almost 
devastatingly . . . have been proven right” and that “no Wis: military ven- 
ture in a generation has distressed or disheartened so many responsible and 
vocal citizens.’ 

But, unfortunately and tragically, as I write this in late 1967, the “Spell- 
man War” goes on; and the Vietnam lobby which is so largely responsible 
for our involvement and for the deception of the American people about 
our “commitment,” and even the atrocious regime that still follows Diem 
policies which our State Department and our presidents supported, are still 
relatively safe from exposure by the mass media which influences the millions. 


co % * 


Cardinal Spellman died after the foregoing chapter was written. He was 
eulogized in the press as a saint on earth. There was not one word in all 
America about this man’s intrigue in a quarter century of American politics— 
not a word about the Spellman War in Vietnam. De mortuis nil nisi bonum? 

Or, as a British writer has it, de mortuis nil nisi hokum. 


“PART V 


Never Tire of Protesting 


Thirty x 


te Peer e DONT 
KNOW 


The same thing impressed me in Moscow as in Madrid: The people do 
not know the truth, either about their own country or about other coun- 
tries; the students in Soviet Russia know nothing but distorted propaganda 
views about the United States of America, the students in the universities 
of Spain are ignorant of their own Republic of only thirty years ago. 

The history of the dictated Communist and fascist world, the facts of 
history of between a third and a half of the population of the whole world, 
have been falsified. 

Moreover, the people under the dictatorships today are held incommuni- 
cado, as if in prison, so far as international communication is concerned. 
In Moscow, and probably other Communist countries, it is total: No foreign 
newspapers are to be had, the radio is interrupted. In Spain and Portugal 
and other fascist dictatorships, foreign publications (but not Communist) 
are on sale everywhere, but not on days when the regimes find any factual 
news disturbing or critical—for example, in January of 1966 all copies of 
Newsweek containing a report on Spanish student uprisings (which I have 
seen with my own eyes) were burned at Barajas airport, in Madrid. 

But what can one say about the American people to whom the world of 
communication is free, where education is free, where the claim is made 
that the press is free? One can say many things. President Franklin D. 
Roosevelt (at one of his press conferences) said that “an amazing amount 
of public misinformation exists in the United States of America”; and it 
certainly did, with all but 5 or 6 or perhaps 10 per cent of the press attack- 
ing him, slanting the news, sometimes falsifying it against his administration. 

But Edwin D. Canham, editor of the Christian Science Monitor, says 
that “Americans remain the best informed major people on earth. They are 
likewise better informed than they have ever becn before.” This is also true, 
and it makes the situation even more ironic. 

On the other hand, one of my best sources of information during the 
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In fact decade, Thomas Ogilvie, editor of the Jersey Times, wrote that 
“contrary to the belief of most people, Americans are the most misinformed 
people in the world. The unceasing daily flow of half-truths, distortions, 
slanted news stories and downright lies, from the big-business controlled 
press and radio does not enlighten. It serves only to confuse and befuddle; 
foments unreasoning hysteria; spreads baseless prejudice. 

“The existence of such a system of misinformation makes America fertile 
ground for home-bred Fascism and home-grown totalitarianism. . 

“The shame of America is that Americans, despite all their technological 
marvels, know more things that are not true than all other people on 
earth.” ; 

And Professor M. F. Ashley Montagu, of Hahnemann Medical College, 
wrote me (accompanying a contribution he sent, “Nothing Can Be Said in 
Favor of Smoking”): “The majority of people believe in incredible things 
that are absolutely false. The majority of people daily act in a manner 
prejudicial to their general well-being.” 

The same commercial press which tells the American people it is the 
best informed in the world also upholds the Jeffersonian proposition that 
the basis of democracy is a well-informed electorate. This is the same press 
which throughout most of this century, and until 1964 when it could not 
swallow Barry Goldwater, was 80 or 90 or 99.44 per cent prejudiced in favor 
of one party. The exact figure in each election may be in dispute, but I 
will accept the estimate of the publisher of the largest circulating daily 
in America, a onetime friend and onetime employer. Said Captain Joseph 
Medill Patterson: 85 per cent of the press opposed FDR “with much 
strength and sincerity,” and he also said something no other owner has 
ever admitted: That the press attacked FDR because “Roosevelt’s re-election 
would be a bad thing for their pockets.” (At least, so they thought. It 
turned out otherwise: FDR saved the capitalist system by great reform 
measures, called “creeping socialism” in the press; but the newspapers still 
refuse to understand that reform and not reaction will save and continue 
free enterprise. ) 

Fairness in political reporting is difficult to measurc. Who can say how 
well informed the electorate is in presidential years? But what about non- 
political facts? 

Were Americans informed on tobacco-and-cancer during the years 1938 
to 1964, when the government finally took some action? And did many 
newspapers and radio and television stations inform the public that the 
tobacco lobby had won in Congress in 1965? And if there are any news- 
papers today which insist on the health warning in cigaret advertising, 
such as is enforced by law on the packages, I would like to have their 
names for an honor roll. A year or two ago the press heard about a German 
drug which was responsible for the birth of several hundred crippled 
infants. It made headlines, day after day. But hundreds of thousands of 
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Americans are doomed to death by smoking, and there is nothing in the 
newspapers about it except when an official report must be mentioned. So 
long as the newspapers of America keep silent on tobacco we have no free 
press in our country, and the people are uninformed of a great danger. 

And do the 100,000,000 readers of Reader’s Digest know about the hoax 
this magazine plays on them month after month, and the planted propa- 
ganda it serves up as articles? 

And are more than a few hundred thousand Americans aware of the power 
used against their general welfare by the chief organization of the business 
interests, the National Association of Manufacturers? 

And are there many more than the million readers of Consumer 
Reports who are aware of the daily fraud orders the government issues in 
their behalf against food and drug makers? 

Were the American people informed on Father Walsh, Fulton Lewis, 
Jr., Pegler, and Sokolsky and their part in the rise and spread of a national 
pestilence known as McCarthyism? 

Do many Americans know how much money and whose money has paid 
for all the reactionary men, publications, and movements from Father 
Charles E. Coughlin to the Reverend Gerald L. K. Smith to the John Birch 
Society? 

Did the American press publish the truth about the Vietnam lobby in 
Washington? 

There are hundreds of subjects, not merely statistics or almanac or ency- 
clopedia facts—all related to the life, liberty, and pursuit of happiness of 
the American people—about which the people know little, about which 
they are misinformed, about which their ignorance is a menace to the 
democratic form of government, which they seem unable to define. 

One Fourth of July, for example, a reporter of the Madison Capital-Times 
wrote out a petition made up entirely of quotations of the Declaration of 
Independence and the Constitution, notably the Bill of Rights, and went 
with it into the streets to meet the Average American, the newspaper 
reader, the product of our free public school system. He stopped 112 of 
them and 111 refused to sign the petition. They considered it subversive. 

In another Midwest town only 2 of 100 persons had the courage to sign 
a similar document, 98 refusing because they did not know, did not under- 
stand, did not want to be “involved” in anything so controversial. They con- 
sidered the statements the writings of radicals, reds, Communists. 

A similar petition was offered 34 persons by the New Orleans Item, and 
26 refused to have anything to do with it, calling the document communistic 
and suggesting that the FBI check up on that sort of thing. 

In Terre Haute a native artist, Gilbert Wilson, painted a series of murals 
for a public building which the city applauded. But there were three 
quotations in it which the American Legion posts declared socialistic and 
subversive, they thought them the expressions of that dangerous man, 
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Eugene V. Debs. The Legion demanded that the artist remove the quota- 
tions. But, probably on a note of triumph, the artist documented his 
sources: The quotations were not from the writings of Debs but from 
Thomas Jefferson, Abraham Lincoln, and Woodrow Wilson. 

Did this fact disarm and humiliate the American Legion? It did not. The 
request for censoring Jefferson, Lincoln, and Wilson as subversive continued 
and, when the city refused to do so, the Legion produced several huge 
American flags and hung them across the murals so that the quotations 
could not be read by the Terre Haute public. 

And what can be said of the editor of one of the great American pub- 
lishing houses who, reading the line “if you want to be free you must 
fight” in the manuscript of a book, wrote on the page margin: “This is 
subversive.” He had not recognized Patrick Henry’s “if this be treason” 
speech in defiance of King George the Third. (The manuscript happened 
to be mine. ) 

The foregoing reports are not isolated incidents, nor do they cover only 
the McCarthy era; I have folders full of similar illustrations of the views 
and actions of the best-informed people in the world (thanks to their free 
press ). 

Richard Hofstadter, the author of Anti-Intellectualism in American Life, 
is no doubt surprised by the answers in a poll to the question: “Man is 
evolved from lower forms of animals.” Forty per cent said No; 24 per cent 
did not know; only 35 per cent said Yes. 

Again, writing of prejudice in America against political and ethnic 
groups, Mr. Hofstadter reports a test conducted by E. L. Hartley in which 
three groups were included: Daniereans, Pireaneans, and Wallonians. The 
names were purely fictitious. Nevertheless prejudice and hate were expressed 
against them. “There was a high correlation between expressed prejudice 
against actual ethnic groups and prejudice against these fictitious ones.” 

How was it possible? Why was it possible? Whose failure was it? The 
public school? The home? The mass media of communication? 


Thirty-one sf 


A COURT OF 
HISTORIC TRUTH 


“Even God cannot change history,” a philosopher once said. But the press 
can. And frequently does. 

No one any longer expects the truth in time of war, or even in time of 
stress preceding a war, and any intelligent person can see for himself 
that in the past twenty years of the cold war the historic truth has been 
bypassed. 

Americans rightly denounce the Soviet government for making a weapon 
of the press rather than an organ of enlightenment, but the Soviets have 
justification in accusing the American press of misleading the public on 
Cuba and Vietnam and the Dominican Republic. In these war instances 
the press was, of course, frequently a victim of government spokesmen— 
the most notable example of which was Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr.’s, state- 
ments to reporters on Cuba, which were published as factual, and admitted 
only recently to have been false. 

Nor could anything have been more ironic; for it is this same noted his- 
torian, Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., who previously had written (in Foreign 
Affairs) that newspaper and magazine items “are sometimes worse than 
useless when they purport to give the inside story of decisions; their 
relation to reality is often considerably less than the shadows in Plato's 
cave.” He found it was impossible “for me to take the testimony of journal- 
ists in such matters” as those he had been involved in. What would he 
say now? 

It was the American press which created the Lindbergh myth, that 
Lindbergh was the first to fly the Atlantic in an airplane, whereas in truth 
he was the third, the first two being Alcock and Brown, two Britons. Per- 
haps Britons don’t count in the United States. They flew in a Vickers Vimy 
in 1919 and, while it is true Lindbergh flew alone, it is also true that his 
1927 plane was perhaps a hundred times as reliable as the 1919 one. And, 
of course, it could be argued that the Lindbergh myth did no harm, it 
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created a popular hero for Americans. It also created a hero who later 
impressed millions when he retailed Hitler's race, blood, and color lies 
in public speeches and through Reader's Digest. 

In 1921 I went to Oberammergau to see and hear rehearsals for the most 
famous passion play of modern times—it had been postponed because of 
World War I until 1922. The atmosphere in the town was anti-Semitic, 
and the play was entirely anti-Semitic. It accused the Jews collectively of 
deicide; it was in fact a newer version because the 1750 text by a Catholic 
priest was almost entirely noncontroversial. This was but one of the thou- 
sands of instances of anti-Semitism rampant in Germany long before Hitler 
took the movement over; but the press was not interested. 

And the Paul Revere myth, is it also harmless? Only a short time ago 
in their endeavor to control Parent-Teacher Associations and censor all the 
textbooks in our public schools, the Birchites gave as one of their reasons 
for action the omission of the story of Paul Revere’s ride, Lexington to 
Concord as recorded by Longfellow, from volumes it would burn. Ob- 
viously Birchites do not know, or do not want to know, American history; 
for in truth it was William Dawes who made the historic ride and not 
Paul Revere, who was sent out later in case of Dawes’s failure and who 
was captured and never got to Concord. 

The cherry tree story may be a fabrication which has done no harm to 
millions of children, but there are other Washington forgeries, such as his 
famous prayer (circulated by Trinity Church), or the story of his kneeling 
in prayer in the snows of Valley Forge (immortalized on a two-cent 
postage stamp). Freethinkers, in fact, claim Washington as one of their 
own; and this much is certain: From the day he ceased to be president 
he virtually ceased going to church—four times in 1797, only once in 1798, 
twice in 1799. “General Washington never received the communion in the 
church of which I am the parochial minister,” wrote Bishop White, and 
again, “I do not believe that any degree of recollection will bring to my 
mind any fact which would prove General Washington to have been a be- 
liever in the Christian revelation. . .” (Memoirs of Bishop White, pp. 193, 
196, 197). 

Interesting, but perhaps not important. 

Much more significant, it seems to me, is the exchange of letters between 
Thomas Jefferson and John Adams in which the “corruption” of Christianity 
by St. Paul is discussed by both retired presidents; fear is expressed of 
the power of “priests,” by which obviously is meant the interpreters of 
religion of all sects, and in which the wars and bloodshed in the name 
of religions throughout history are deplored. Both Jefferson and Adams 
wanted Jesus restored, freed of Christian mythology. 

They wanted the impossible. If we ultimately had a court of historic 
truth, would it be able to separate truth from myth among the religions 
which exist today, as it would among the dead religions, and still be able 
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to exist? I doubt it. But perhaps of more importance for our world and our 
time would be a court of historic truth functioning while history is being 
made—or correcting the generally accepted reports of the mass media in 
time, so that some or all the harm which falsehood creates may be prevented 
or diminished. 

The United States entered the First World War for the noblest of reasons 
inculcated (or indoctrinated as we would now say) by president and press. 
Would we have done so if we had known what was the real cause of that 
war? The real cause was “hot commercial rivalry,” and surely the United 
States would not have shed its blood and spent its treasure to assure the 
victory of one group of commercial interests over another. (But to this day 
people write me asking where and when Woodrow Wilson made the admis- 
sion of “hot commercial rivalry” as the real cause of the war—not only is 
the cause but the confession unknown to most people. ) 

The greatest newspaper falsification in my personal experience, which 
probably changed the course of recent history, was the reporting of the 
Spanish Civil War, to which I have already devoted considerable space. 

Had there been a court of historic truth with means of spreading the 
truth, the Spanish War would have ended in Republican victory, and the 
course of history, including the immediate World War II, would have been 
altered. 

(And, incidentally, if there had been a powerful organization such as is 
here proposed, its functions would not have been destroyed, as were those 
of the commercial press, by the pressure of the Cardinals, with the excep- 
tion of Mundelein, and the other members of the Vatican lobby, because in 
truth and in fact the vast majority of the Catholic laymen of the United 
States, as the Gallup Poll later showed, were on the Loyalist side, rather 
than on the fascist side favored by their priests. ) 


Thirty-two sf 


“".. AND SHAME THE 
Dee VY TE” 


How important are the mass media of communications in our lives today? 

Thomas Jefferson believed that “our liberty depends on the freedom of the 
press and that cannot be limited without being lost,” and John Adams be- 
lieved that “if there is ever to be an amelioration of the condition of man- 
kind, philosophers, theologians, legislators, politicians and moralists will 
find that the regulation of the press is the most difficult, dangerous and 
important problem they have to resolve. Mankind cannot be governed with- 
out it, nor at present with it.” 

In our own time Dr. Robert M. Hutchins, no more a believer in govern- 
ment control of newspapers or the new media than Thomas Jefferson or 
John Adams, concluded darkly that the agencies of mass communication 
“can advance the progress of civilization or they can thwart it. They can 
debase and vulgarize mankind. They can endanger the peace of the world.” 

If you accept these three authorities (among hundreds who throughout 
modern history have spoken in similar words )—and there is no reason to 
consider Jefferson and Adams outdated or Dr. Hutchins too severe—then 
you must admit that there are forces upon which our liberty depends, forces 
which aid the progress of mankind still unlimited by law or regulation or 
even an active code of ethics, running wild and irresponsible, and yet 
capable of debasing mankind and endangering the peace of the world. 
Surely, something ought to be done about it. 

The United Nations proposed a press code of ethics. When its subcom- 
mittee on Freedom of Information and of the Press brought its resolution 
to a vote, the United States and Great Britain abstained from voting and 
Yugoslavia voted No, calling it a compilation of platitudes. The main 
points are: 

1. The press shall not knowingly publish false information. 

2. “Calumny, slander, libel, unfounded accusation and plagiarism are 
also serious offenses.” 
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3. “Any published information which is found to be inaccurate shall be 
voluntarily and immediately rectified.” 

4, “Rumors and unconfirmed news shall be identified as such.” 

5. In another section the code provides that “the reputation of indi- 
viduals shall be respected. News regarding their private life which is likely 
to harm reputations shall not be published unless in the public interest as 
distinguished from public curiosity.” 

Many years earlier, Sir Norman Angell, foreseeing a socialized world, 
proposed that it do four things to insure free journalism: 

1. While... encouraging freedom of the press . . . amend laws with 
reference to anonymity, libel, and so forth... . 

2. Make of journalism a chartered profession like the law and medicine, 
demanding certain qualifications and adherence to a certain code of pro- 
fessional conduct. 

3. Create a state or governmental press, managed . . . by a journalistic 
judiciary, pledged to the impartial presentation of news. 

4. Encourage organized labor to create its own cooperative press . . 
(via) trade unions and the industrial cooperative societies. 

Arthur Hays Sulzberger of the New York Times, writing in Nieman 
Reports in answer to charges of corruption and irresponsibility, insists that 
“control must come from within,” and suggests a court of honor of pub- 
lishers and editors. The International Organization of Journalists likewise 
proposed a court of honor, under the aegis of the United Nations. The most 
recent proposal to merit discussions was that made by René Levesque, 
resources minister in the Quebec government, in an address to the Civil 
Liberties Union, as reported in Editor & Publisher December 19, 1964, 
which can be summed up as follows: 

1. Ownership of newspapers entrusted more and more to joint commit- 
tees of employees and management. 

2. Newspapers run by “trusts” (foundations), 

3. Code of ethics of journalism as a profession. 

4, Watchdog groups, such as the Civil Liberties Union, to take concrete 
interest in freedom of the press. 

The press itself has always refused to consider a court of honor—it exists, 
and quite successfully in other countries, notably Norway—and since no 
authority, not even many of the chief victims of press irresponsibility in- 
cluding Washington, Jefferson, and FDR have cver favored controlling 
laws, what is the solution? 

First, there would be no problem at all if the Canons of Journalism, writ- 
ten by the American Society of Newspaper Editors in 1923, had cvcr been 
allowed to thunder. 

As Henry R. Luce told the Oregon Newspaper Publishers Association, 
“with one rather ineffective exception, not a single editor or journalist has 
ever been called to account on the basis of that code. And I doubt whether 
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that code has ever had more than a goose-feather’s weight or influence 
with a single editor in this country.” - 

No one has ever made a more damning indictment of the American free 
press. 

And Luce’s own Time wrote (April 13, 1962) that “American journalism 
does not possess any agency to safeguard standards and supervise its prac- 
titioners. A newspaper publisher can give criminal advice, lie to the public, 
poison its intelligence without being held accountable for his conduct.” 

Obviously the press will never police itself—it will not accept its own 
code of ethics. Obviously also, governmental controls would be the worst 
of all possible cures. One has only to study the system in Soviet Russia with 
its totalitarian control of the mass media and its creation of Soviet Man 
to see that instead of an amelioration of the condition of mankind there 
has been a corruption, the Orwellian horror. 

No outside controls, no internal action—what then? 

After a half century of collecting thousands of plans and ideas, I would 
like to make three suggestions, which may not appear new to many of my 
readers, but new or old they are in my opinion the best—or most practical. 

1. A constantly sitting Commission on the Freedom of the Press, with 
an effective means of communicating its findings. 

2. A TVA-type newspaper, which will do for the American press what 
the Tennessee Valley Authority did in the light and power industry—serve 
as a yardstick, the proof that a perfect, or almost perfect news medium 
can exist. 

3. A weekly newspaper or newsletter devoted entirely to publishing 
the news as factually and truthfully as possible, which would have the 
cooperation of the Newspaper Guild and thousands of editors, publishers, 
and reporters throughout the United States. 

The Hutchins Commission on Freedom of the Press (whose conclusions 
that mass communications could debase mankind and endanger civilization 
were more severe than any made by previous critics throughout history) 
issued numerous reports dealing with the general subject. 

A constantly sitting commission should issue specific reports; it should 
name the guilty and praise the good; it should be so timely that it would 
be a corrective; it should name names; it should have no sacred cows, not 
even the Vatican lobby or the National Association of Manufacturers or 
the American Legion; it should, in fact, especially expose the activities of 
these three, and a hundred other pressure groups, in corrupting or attempt- 
ing to corrupt the press. It should publish every day the fraud orders of 
the Federal Trade Commission and the Food and Drug Agency. It should 
publish every day a report on Congress, taking apart the Congressional 
Record, exposing the McCarthyites, the Birchite propagandists, the falsifiers 
of facts, reprinting the new exposés of corruption such as Senator Lee Met- 
calf’s month-after-month documented reports on the latest activities of the 
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power and light associations, which are among the many enemies of the 
general wclfare. 

I found it most interesting that Albert Camus many years ago had pro- 
posed a “control newspaper” which would appear in Paris one hour after 
the majority of dailies was issued each afternoon, to point out the falsifica- 
tions, the percentage of truth, the bias, and the slanting of all its colleagues. 
The project was abandoned (said the New Republic January 29, 1962) 
because not enough people cared. 

In 1941 I went to Detroit to discuss with George Addes, secretary-trea- 
surer of the United Autoworkers, CIO, my idea of a TVA type of daily 
paper sponsored, and subsidized if need be, by labor unions. 

Neither the founder of the labor movement, Sam Gompers, nor its most 
militant leader, John L. Lewis of the United Mine Workers, favored a labor 
newspaper, both saying it would make enemies, or rather, worse enemies 
of the commercial press if successful. Labor has its own labor press, some 
600 publications with 9,000,000 readers, most notably the CIO News and 
Labor, the Railroad Brotherhoods’ weekly. It does not have a daily, such 
as the British Labour Party once had in the London Daily Herald. 

Mr. Addes was the most intelligent and enthusiastic believer in a labor- 
owned daily newspaper I had ever met, and our meeting ended in a plan 
for him to introduce me at the next national convention of the CIO, where 
I was to give a complete outline and propose a vote on the matter. Mr. 
Addes had warned me that the hardest thing to get out of the rank 
and file of the unions was approval of any assessment of any nature, for 
any amount, even a dime, for any purpose, no matter how noble. He did 
believe, however, that the CIO might assess its members 50¢ a year, which 
would provide a fund of $3,000,000—an amount that could be lost if the 
daily did not begin to pay for itself. He thought the experiment could be 
put through. But Pearl Harbor ended all such plans. 

A national daily published in New York or Washington might involve a 
loss of $5,000,000 a year at the beginning; it might also pay for itself. But 
what is five million for the AFL-CIO or the Ford Foundation or the Rocke- 
feller Foundation? Or for one of the oil billionaires? Not all of them are 
blood brothers of that George W. Armstrong who tried to spend $50,000,000 
to run a college to spread white supremacy, anti-Semitism, and American 
fascism—there must be one among the new billionaires who would enjoy 
supporting, if only for a year or two, a national newspaper devoted to sur- 
prising the whole world with as near the truth about everything in the 
world as it is humanly possible to write and present. 

And, finally, we come to my most modest proposal. I once wrote of my 
newsletter In fact that it would be a little candle casting a bright light in an 
evil world. However, it was from the beginning my idea to drop it if it did 
not reach the public, if it did not in due time reach a million readers at 
least, and with its 176,000 subscribers it reached about 800,000. With a grant 
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of even $50,000, its circulation could have gone into the millions; with a 
million dollars back of it, it could have influenced almost the entire American 
newspaper-reading public, and it would have been self-supporting. 

The news, including national scoops, would cost nothing. Throughout the 
In fact decade there were at all times a score or two of volunteer contribu- 
tors ranging from reporters to Washington correspondents to editors, a total 
of at least two hundred men and women eager as I was to print all the news 
that was being suppressed in the United States, and doing exactly as I did 
when I was a cub in Pittsburgh and sent to the Socialist daily New York Call 
the Mellon divorce scandal and the U.S. Steel Corporation blacklist of 2,000 
employees branded as “agitators,” “trouble makers,” and “union organizers,” 
and similar stories of national interest. 

When my files were sent to the University of Pennsylvania I destroyed 
the list of my two hundred volunteer journalistic helpers because many of 
them, surely the Hearst Washington correspondent, would have suffered if 
collaboration with In fact became known. When Charles Malcolmson died, 
I revealed that he had sent me the Willkie scoop. When George Polk of CBS 
was murdered in Athens, I told my readers he had been my Greek war 
correspondent. 

I could print only a fraction of the news I received. There was enough 
every week for a twenty-page publication, perhaps even larger. My staff 
consisted of Mr. Victor Weingarten, after he had done his service in the 
Navy. With a staff of three or four persons, watching hundreds instead of a 
few daily newspapers, we would have had enough material for a fifty-page 
weekly. 

One of our most important sources of news was the Congressional Record. 

This is no laughing matter. This windblown daily publication of the 
United States government consists almost entirely of buncombe, larded with 
reactionary propaganda. It is the most boring publication in the world. And 
yet, the hours of boredom are almost always rewarded by news items of 
great value, and sometimes of sensational importance. I had two copies, one 
a gift from Senator Aiken of Vermont (whose flower nursery at Putney I had 
patronized years earlier) and the other a gift from Senator Murray of Mon- 
tana, who in addition always sent me copies of his speeches exposing Mon- 
tana Power and Anaconda Copper and their control (and corruption) of 
the Montana press. 

I know that every news agency and every correspondent in Washington 
gets the Congressional Record, yet I cannot understand why when Repre- 
sentative Sabath, for example, devotes a half hour in the House to the first 
great exposé of native American fascists, naming an important list of power- 
ful persons and organizations, documenting their activities, this news is sup- 
pressed; while every redbaiting speech, assassinating persons without proof 
or reason, every word by the McCarthys, Bilbos, Rankins, Hoffmans, and 
other such falsifiers, is always recorded. 
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In the Congressional Record I found Senator Harry Truman exposing the 
Standard Oil cartel plot with Nazi-German corporations and saying, “I 
still think this is treason”; but the press did not seem to be interested. Or 
Representative Wright Patman exposing the Press Lord Frank Gannett and 
the Committee for Constitutional Government as the “No. 1 fascist organi- 
zation in America,” and not making either the headlines or even a para- 
graph on the obituary page. And there was Representative Elmer Holland 
exposing two Press Lords, Colonel Robert R. McCormick and Captain Jo- 
seph M. Patterson, sabotaging American policy not only before Pear] Harbor 
but during the war; but no newspaper publisher would print anything de- 
rogatory about a colleague, not even when Hitler and Mussolini endorsed 
William Randolph Hearst. There are always a dozen courageous members 
who will place in the Congressional Record and its Appendix items of great 
news value, and they have at their disposal the research department of the 
Library of Congress which (for the honest members at least) documents 
their charges, and the result is news. 

There are also throughout the United States numerous smaller daily news- 
papers which have produced great news stories, such as Evjue’s original ex- 
posés of McCarthy in the Capital Times of Madison, Wisconsin; or the Gazette 
& Daily of York, Pennsylvania; or that Albuquerque daily in which Carl 
McGee first published the story of Teapot Dome. And there are the great 
crusading newspapers such as the St. Louis Post-Dispatch which do not 
have a national circulation but whose exposés may be republished in a 
national weekly. 

A newsletter devoted to the truth, or at least to setting the record straight, 
would by its very nature be a newsletter devoted to the general welfare 
clause of the Constitution of the United States, and it should therefore get 
news from the general welfare agencies. 

There will be no rivalry here. From the colonial days in which the free 
press defended slavery—the press raised the mob which lynched Lovejoy, 
the abolitionist editor—until this very morning when almost all the news- 
papers of the country suppressed today’s fraud order from the Federal 
Trade Commission, it may be said that with brave and noble exceptions the 
press generally has been against the general welfare of the people. 

To defend the general welfare, merely to report the news of general wel- 
fare interest, is to make enemies of big and little business and all the ad- 
vertising agencies; in other words, to bite the hand that feeds you. And so 
long as newspapers live on money from sources outside their readers, so 
long will they be on the side of that money. There are more newspapers 
dedicated to the National Association of Manufacturers than the national 
interest. 

As the New Republic once put it, “week after week the conservative 
journals of vast circulation, like Life, the Saturday Evening Post and Read- 
ers Digest proclaim the horrors of the welfare state echoed by the news- 
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papers, and week after week the great mass of the American public con- 
tinues to pay no attention, and progress continues.” a. 

The muckrakers, notably Will Irwin and Samuel Hopkins Adams and 
Upton Sinclair, succeeded in helping Dr. Wiley pass the Pure Food and 
Drug Act of 1906 (and in 1907 I helped my father paste labels on bottles 
saying a certain soothing syrup contained opium). But who can possibly 
say a word in defense of the American press which from 1938 on suppressed 
the tobacco-cancer news, and which will not today insist that the adver- 
tisements for cigarets they publish include at least the mild warning the 
packages carry? The health and welfare of the American people are for- 
gotten when advertising money is available. 

Once, when in a book I made the publication of the daily fraud orders 
of the FTC one of the ten tests of a free press, Editor & Publisher replied 
editorially: 


The fact is that decisions of broad importance to business firms and to the pub- 
lic are reported by the metropolitan press on pages devoted to business news. An 
additional fact is that one decision in a thousand affects firms which use the 
columns of reputable newspapers and magazines. 


Time after time I have proved that statements such as the foregoing are 
not true. It is almost impossible to name a great advertiser who has not had 
a fraud, or “cease and desist” order or a “stipulation” charging false adver- 
tising issued by the FTC—General Motors, Ford, Chrysler, DuPont, every 
maker of headache cures, every big cigaret company, every billionaire cor- 
poration except A.T.&T.; and virtually every FTC order has been suppressed 
in all but the honor roll newspapers. 

It is true that many orders are made against small companies in small 
towns, but in those cases the news is even more important—or should be— 
to the local daily or weekly. If a Hartland-4-Corners, Vermont, factory made 
mittens of second-hand wool which it labeled virgin wool, a fraud order 
against it would not be of interest to the New York Times, but it would 
astound my neighbors if the Valley News or the Claremont Eagle printed it. 

My friend and colleague of many European years, Dorothy Thompson, 
once wrote a column about the worst white bread in the world—that provided 
the American public by its popular bakeries. A few months later she wrote: 


Just try in the columns of a newspaper to say a few harsh and critical words 
about an industrial product! I once remarked that I thought the ordinary bakers’ 
loaf of bread in this country could be radically improved, and I and the paper 
were immediately subjected to blackmail from bakers’ associations. . . 

Just try writing an article in a magazine criticizing the organization or labor 
policy of a business, and see what happens to the advertising. Hundreds of 
thousands of dollars of advertising are canceled in this country every year because 
manufacturers or merchants don’t like remarks made in the news columns. 


Advertising is one of the sacred cows, perhaps the most powerful. The 
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press cannot live without it, and I am not opposed to advertising, provided 
it is not fraudulent, provided it is not a social waste as much of it is, and 
provided it is not used for blackmail purposes to suppress news, as Miss 
Thompson has illustrated. 

The other great sacred cows include the spokesmen for all the religious 
sects from the local Baptist Ministerial Association to the Roman Catholic 
Hierarchy; the National Association of Manufacturers; the light and power 
lobby; the American Legion; the American Medical Association; the Knights 
of Columbus; the one-time temperance board of the Methodist Church; 
the department stores of each city, large and small; Birchite groups in Cali- 
fornia; similar organizations elsewhere. One of the greatest influences 
against a free and honest press is the new public relations activity of the 
advertising agencies, as William Allen White (himself an editor, publisher, 
and owner) once pointed out. In addition to placing the ten or twelve 
billion dollars worth of advertising a year, the agencies counsel the corpo- 
rations on political policy—almost always reactionary, there are few cor- 
porations on the liberal side—and this is transmitted to the recipients of the 
billions. 

“As advisers,” wrote Mr. White, “the advertising agencies may exercise 
unbelievably powerful pressures upon newspapers. There is always grave 
danger that in the coming decade, as social, industrial and economic 
problems become more acute, this capacity for organized control of news- 
paper opinion by the political advisers of national advertisers may consti- 
tute a major threat to a free press.” (In a revised article Mr. White called 
the advisory-advertising combination “a grave potential danger to our 
democracy.” ) 

Several decades have come and gone. Advertising is more powerful than 
ever. Of all the sacred cows only Joseph McCarthy was driven from the 
stable—and not by the newspaper press. The sacred American Legion for 
some time now has not engaged in breaking strikes because, ever since Com- 
mander Colmery ordered them not to wear their uniforms while so engaged, 
their usefulness to employers has diminished. However, any watchdog pub- 
lication of the free press will find great and important news in all the 
sacred fields of the sacred cows, today as yesterday. 

A final suggestion: Any organization or group engaged in publishing a 
newsletter or weekly magazine critical of the press, business, and advertis- 
ing should prepare itself for an unending campaign of vilification in which 
the Press Lords and their presstitutes and their plutogogues, the mass cir- 
culation magazines, the former mouthpieces and assistants of McCarthy and 
the present followers of the Birchites, the professional redbaiters, white 
supremacists, anti-Semites, columnists, radio “newscasters” in the pay of 
corporations, the patent medicine people, the light and power lobby, the 
press relations heads of the advertising industry will all engage. 

A good-sized fund for libel suits is therefore advisable. It may take a 
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fortune to sue such libelers as Westbrook Pegler, but Quentin Reynolds 
proved it could be done and won the largest financial settlement in history. 
The Mrs. Wanamaker who sued Fulton Lewis, Jr., and was awarded a 
decent sum for libel, is another instance. Lyle Stuart, who publishes the 
monthly The Independent, has sued half a dozen libelers and won substan- 
tial payments. There is nothing to equal hitting the Peglers and Fulton 
Lewises in their pocketbooks, although both are rich men—after all their 
years of irresponsible attacks on men and institutions, liberals, and non- 
conformists—and laying up treasures on earth and feeling safe in their 
dirty work because of their wealth and the comparative poverty of their 
victims. Hard labor on the rock pile (in my opinion) should have been 
added by the judges to their financial sentences. 

None of the three proposals I have made is utopian, vaguely idealistic, 
or impractical. I truly believe that any one with a bankroll large enough 
to last a year would eventually make a living from the newsletter I suggest, 
if he needed it. Lowell Mellett, my first European employer, left $37,000 
to the American Newspaper Guild to explore the shortcomings of the press and 
suggest reforms—for that amount the Guild could have started the news- 
letter. And why doesn’t the Guild do so on its own, with the dues it col- 
lects? It can get the material for it free, as I did mostly from guildsmen. 

The Center for the Study of Democratic Institutions has enough money 
from the Fund of the Republic, financed by the Ford Foundation, to pub- 
lish numerous pamphlets on the mass media. In one of them Harry S. 
Ashmore termed the United States press “clearly irresponsible” and sug- 
gested a continuous outside critical appraisal, to produce needed reforms, 
inasmuch as “it is obvious now that the press is not capable of reforming 
itself, for the good reason that it will not admit collectively there is any 
need for reform.” I propose that the Center publish my proposed news- 
letter with Mr. Ashmore as editor. 

But if the American Newspaper Guild, the Columbia and other schools 
of journalism, the great labor unions, the Ford Foundation, and wealthy 
individuals who build museums and donate Rembrandts to them, all refuse 
to engage in such a public service, it is still possible for a small group with 
modest means to start a press newsletter. I advised Mr. I. F. Stone to begin 
on a shoestring, and in 1968 he had 36,000 subscribers for I. F. Stone’s 
Weekly. If you start with ten or twenty shoestrings, and aim at the millions 
who I know by experience want it, your publication will succeed. Aim at the 
millions. Do not compete with The Nation, the New Republic, I. F. Stone’s 
Weekly, The Independent, The Progressive, The Reporter and many others 
for the same small intellectual minority—there are millions of intelligent 
persons who are not afraid of the word “truth” and who will recognize it 
even when printed on cheap paper, and without pictures. 

If you have enough courage, call the newsletter Truth. It used to be a 
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good word. “Speak the truth and shame the devil,” said Don Quixote; and 
Shakespeare’s Henry IV said, “While you live, tell truth and shame the 
devil,” and only recently our leading columnist, Walter Lippmann, wrote 
that “there is no higher law in journalism than to tell the truth and shame 
the devil.” You might even shame the Press Lords. 
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In many instances where the term “the press” or “the American press” ap- 
pears in the foregoing pages, it is frequently followed by qualifications such 
as “with 1 per cent exception” or “with the usual exceptions.” The excep- 
tions are worthy of an honor roll. 

In my own opinion the most important change in American journalism 
in the past ten or fifteen years has been the emergence of the New York 
Times as not only the leading newspaper of the country but, as many journal- 
ism educators also believe, the most important newspaper in the world. 

For the past decade and a half the noted liberal public relations counsel 
Edward L. Bernays has been sending questionnaires to editors and pub- 
lishers and compiling a report which is in fact an honor roll. In 1952 he 
asked the 1,773 dailies to name their choice of ten “top” newspapers, and 
they replied: 


New York Times New York Herald Tribune 
St. Louis Post-Dispatch Chicago Daily News 
Christian Science Monitor Washington Post 
Louisville Courier-Journal Baltimore Sun 

Kansas City Star Milwaukee Journal 


Almost all these newspapers have appeared on all honor rolls of “best” 
dailies for many years. Apparently few of the 1,773 editors and publishers 
cared to include any of the small-town newspapers which for ethics, honesty, 
truth, fearlessness, and journalistic excellence were the equal if not the 
superior to the ten named. Years ago my list of great small-town newspapers 
included the following: 


Gazette & Daily, York, Pennsylvania; J. W. and Charles Gitt 
Milford Times, Milford, Connecticut; A. C. Worley 
Capital Press, Salem, Oregon; A. M. Church 

- Malden Press, Malden, Massachusetts; David Brickman 
Capital Times, Madison, Wisconsin; William Evjue 
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Dothan Eagle, Dothan, Alabama; Horace Hall 
Emporia Gazette, Emporia, Kansas; William Allen White 


Mr. Bernays asked the editors if the newspapers today deviated from the 
high ideals set by noted editors of the past, and 25 per cent replied with 
an unequivocal Yes, and another 7 per cent gave a qualified answer. Asked 
in what manner they deviated, editors and publishers voted 23 per cent 
for “failure to perform public service,” 18 per cent for “response to public 
pressures,” 17 per cent for “slanting the news,” and 16 per cent for “political 
bias.” 

This totals up to quite an indictment of the press by its owners and 
managers. (Credit here must be given Editor & Publisher for printing the 
foregoing; in previous years this weekly had attacked me as an “anti-pressist” 
and unfair critic. ) 

In 1960 Mr. Bernays compiled his honor roll on the basis of which ten 
newspapers “best live up to the ideals set forth by Joseph Pulitzer, Adolph S. 
Ochs and Thomas Gibbon.” He asked 1,755 dailies; 25 per cent replied, and 
their list had only one change, the Los Angeles Times replacing the Balti- 
more Sun. In 1961 there was also one change, the Chicago Tribune taking 
ninth place, the Chicago Daily News dropping into eleventh. This time the 
editors and publishers also voted on the best foreign newspapers: 


1. Manchester Guardian 6. Le Monde (Paris) 
2. The Times (London) Mainichi (Tokyo) 
3. La Prensa (Buenos Aires) 7. Le Figaro (Paris) 
4. Toronto Daily Star 8. Observer (London) 
5. Daily Telegraph (London) France-Soir (Paris) 


9. Asahi (Tokyo) 
10. Montreal Star 


(In my European years the three greatest newspapers were the Manches- 
ter Guardian, the Frankfurter Zeitung, and the Corviera della Seva of Milan, 
Italy. ) 

The newsweekly Time disputed the methods and findings of the Bernays 
poll. It gave its own listing and reasons January 10, 1964. (On one occasion, 
challenged to name the others when it called La Prensa one of the world’s 
ten best, it replied: “London Times, Manchester Guardian, N.Y. Times, N.Y. 
Herald Tribune, Baltimore Sun, St. Louis Post-Dispatch, Washington Post, 
Kansas City Star, and one other to be named by the reader.” ) 

Time would first of all eliminate the Christian Science Monitor because “it 
cannot properly be considered a daily newspaper. The Monitor's editorial 
policy is subject to the precepts of the Church of Christ, Scientist, which 
owns it.” (The Monitor omits murder and scandal and acts of violence, but 
it engages in no propaganda for the church outside one editorial page; it does 
not suppress or distort the news. ) 

After mentioning the fact that Dean Edward Barrett of the Columbia 
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University’s Graduate School of Journalism once said there were only eight- 
een “good” American newspapers, but would not fall into the trap of naming 
them, Time published this (alphabetical) honor roll: 


Baltimore Sun, Cleveland Press [a Scripps-Howard daily which under the coura- 
geous editorship of Louis B. Seltzer was not corrupted by Roy Howard], Los 
Angeles Times, Louisville Courier-Journal, Milwaukee Journal, Minneapolis Morn- 
ing Tribune, N.Y. Daily News, N.Y. Times, St. Louis Post-Dispatch, and Washing- 
ton Post 


(The inclusion of the Daily News of New York is incredible. It was 
founded by Patterson for the low I.Q. millions and remains the moron’s 
delight. It editorially recommended a Mussolini and fascism for America be- 
fore Pearl Harbor, and was the only daily to congratulate Franco on twenty- 
five years of fascism in Spain. ) 

Newsweek in its survey of the American press (November 29, 1965) calls 
attention to the Boston Globe which under the editorship of Tom Winship 
has at long last come out of what Oswald Villard called “the poor-house of 
American journalism,” to put Boston into an honor roll of commercial dailies. 
The Los Angeles Times and its Otis Chandler are praised for playing the 
news straight (in contrast with its slanted past), and for “taking on such 
former untouchables as the John Birch Society.” 

The usual standbys, Baltimore Sun, Washington Star, Washington Post, 
Milwaukee Journal, and St. Louis Post-Dispatch, are included, and one news- 
paper which I have always considered among the fairest and best in America, 
the Wall Street Journal, is given special credit: “While many papers will 
tiptoe around stories involving business, the Journal is not afraid of going 
after the Establishment it serves.” Mr. Bernard Kilgore, the Journal president, 
is quoted saying: “The newspaper of the future must become an instrument 
of intellectual development—a center of learning.” 

Finally, and probably the best honor roll of all to name the world’s dailies, 
is the selection of twenty-six journalism educators from as many American 
institutions. Four Americans are included in the top ten: 


New York Times Le Monde (Paris) 

Times (London) Washington Post 
Guardian (England) La Prensa (Buenos Aires) 
Neue Ziiricher Zeitung St. Louis Post-Dispatch 
Christian Science Monitor Frankfurter Allgemeine 


The New York Times—A Special Note 


The times have changed; and The Times has changed. 
Whereas in the past it could be said that this newspaper was the “most 
important” and the “most powerful” in the United States, this did not mean 
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that it was the best journal in the country. However, because it was para- 
mount, it served as a measure of the American press, and for this reason it 
was the first paper I criticized for any slant, bias, or suppression. In the text 
of this volume there are numerous mentions of the ten-year battle I waged 
against Edwin L. James and the New York Times as managed by him. There 
was first of all his suppression or burial of the tobacco story, and for ten 
years his failure to publish more than a tiny percentage of the Federal Trade 
Commission fraud orders against business firms—many of them big adver- 
tisers. 

Contrast the entire history of the Times under the editorship of James 
with this editorial of July 9, 1965: 


The Federal Trade Commission has the legal responsibility to regulate adver- 
tising of any substance that may be injurious to health. Eighteen months ago the 
Surgeon General’s Advisory Committee on Smoking and Health unanimously 
concluded that “cigaret smoking is a health hazard of sufficient importance to war- 
rant appropriate remedial] action. . . .” 

Congress has now virtually completed action on a shocking piece of special 
interest legislation in this field. . . . It is a bill to protect the economic health of 
the tobacco industry. . . . Sound governmental practice requires a veto of this 
bill. Otherwise, the President and Congress will be flashing a green signal to the 
lobbyists that any regulatory agency is open to invasion and emasculation. 


No crusading newspaper of the old days could go further. The Times now 
becomes the knight champion of the FTC, instead of the suppressor of its 
fraud orders. It challenges the entire advertising industry, the food and 
drug industry, the “free enterprise” system, the monopoly and trust and price- 
fixing combinations over which the FTC is the one important policeman. 

The Times is not a crusading newspaper. All one can ask of any newspaper 
is that it print all the news, and if it does so and adds a forthright editorial 
opinion, so much the better. This is what the Times is now doing, and in my 
opinion it is the most important change for the better in modern American 
journalism. 


A Dishonor Roll of the Press 


The only attempt to publish what amounts to a dishonor roll of the press was 
that made by Leo Rosten, who on a two-year grant from the Social Science 
Research Council spent two years in the national capital and wrote The 
Washington Correspondents. 

His questionnaires on the best newspapers brought the usual replies, the 
New York Times leading, the Baltimore Sun, Christian Science Monitor, 
Scripps-Howard chain, and St. Louis Post-Dispatch following. 

To the question, What is the least fair and the least reliable newspaper in 
America?, 93 Washington correspondents replied as follows: 


280 NEVER TIRE OF PROTEST ie 


Hearst newspapers (a chain of 24 at that time), 59 first choice, 20 second, 
8 third, a total of 714 points. un 

Chicago Tribune in second place, 24 first mentions, 37 second, 10 third, 
a total of 455 points. 

Los Angeles Times, 103 points. 

Next in order were: 

Scripps-Howard chain (of about 19 at the time); Denver Post, New York 
Herald Tribune, and Washington Post. 

(Under E. W. Scripps each chain newspaper was ruled by its editor; it 
could go Republican or Democratic; it could prostitute itself or crusade for 
reforms. Under Roy Howard the pressure for reaction forced the majority 
of the chain into the “least fair and reliable” list, but a few remained among 
the best papers in the country. 

(The Washington Post changed ownership and is now one of the good 
and great dailies of the land. ) 

The vote of the Washington press corps in this instance confirmed every 
investigation of the press made during this century: William Randolph 
Hearst, pandering to the lowest level of readers, and betraying them in 
every way, even to the publication of Hitler and Italian fascist propaganda, 
produced the worst newspapers in the country. 

The Washington corps did not vote on one of the smaller chains, that 
owned by Frank Gannett, chief sponsor of the Committee for Constitutional 
Government, “America’s No. 1 fascist organization.” Nor did the corps link 
the Patterson papers to the McCormick Chicago Tribune. These four news- 
paper chains, three of them named above, published between a fourth and a 
third of all the circulation in the country, and served the enemies of the 
general welfare. 

Today there are only two news agencies. In Rosten’s poll four are named, 
including Hearst's Universal, which he abandoned, and Hearst's Interna- 
tional News, which is now combined with United Press. Ninety-seven jour- 
nalists were willing to vote on their choice: 


Number Percentage 

of Votes Chg 
United Press 48 49.4 
Associated Press 44 45.3 
International News 44 4.1 
Universal 1 1.0 


The Washington corps did not believe that the Associated Press, which is 
the cooperative of the editors and publishers and is generally regarded as 
the greatest news agency in the world, was as fair and honest and unbiased 
as the privately owned United Press, which, until it was considerably pushed 
around by its owner, Roy Howard, was at least a little on the liberal side. 

A supplementary vote showed similar results: 
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Better More More 
Written Reliable Liberal 
United Press 42 19 27 
Associated Press 5 43 
International 3 4 
Universal il 


There were nine AP men, seven UP, five INS, and two Universal Serv- 
ice men among those who answered the questionnaire, and this betrays an 
amusing conclusion: Not even the Hearst correspondents voted for either of 
the two Hearst services as reliable or liberal. There were only four votes 
under the Reliable column, out of ninety-seven participants, and, if all four 
were Hearst men, it meant that three voted against their employer. 

The political and social views of the Washington press corps were most 
revealing. Sixty-three per cent voted the Democratic ticket, but an even 
larger percentage wrote for Republican newspapers. Eighty per cent be- 
lieved in some form of government control over big business, and 67 per cent 
“favor higher taxes on the upper income brackets.” 

Several questions on the press in general were asked. Does the press de- 
vote too much space to trivialities, scandal, sensations, divorce, etc.? Sixty 
per cent voted Yes. 

Do newspapers fail to give significant accounts of the nation’s basic eco- 
nomic conflicts? No less than 86.6 per cent condemned the press for failure. 

“In general, news columns are equally fair to big business and labor,” 
read point 3 in this section of the questionnaire, and the result was: 48.5 per 
cent replied this statement was false, because the American press is generally 
on the side of big business and against labor. Forty-three per cent thought 
the press impartial, 7.6 per cent could not make up their minds, or refused 
to go on record. 

There was a question on the press attitude toward legislation affecting 
pure food and drugs. From the days of the first congressional act, the Harri- 
son Pure Food and Drug Law of 1906, to the days of the fight on branding 
cigarets as causes of lung cancer, the press has been on the side of its ad- 
vertisers and therefore against the health and pocketbooks of the entire 
population. What did the Washington corps think of this? Forty-six per cent 
declared that the newspapers were unfair, distorted the news, when it came 
to drug and food legislation; only 21 per cent believed the news was handled 
fairly, a larger percentage was uncertain. 

Is news colored? 

No less than 60 per cent admitted they were aware of definite, “fixed” 
policies of their newspapers. The same number said they were told to be 
objective, “but I know how my paper wants stories played.” “Policy,” Rosten 
explains, “is rarely enforced by ‘policy orders. .. .’ The policy of a newspaper 
is maintained through less conscious and more subtle channels: through 
a choice of personnel, through subjective adjustments on the parts of re- 
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porters, and through the institutionalization of a scale of values within the 
organization. ... As a human being the reporter adjusts himself to the, tastes 
of other human beings who pass judgment upon his work.” 

Have news items been “played down, cut, or killed for ‘policy’ reasons ? 

Fifty-five and one half per cent replied “Yes.” Only two were uncertain. 
(Policy means many things; it certainly does not mean the objective truth. ) 

This is a summary of the elite press corps in the United States (which I 
have been able to quote at length thanks to permission from Harcourt, 
Brace). And yet, it confesses that political news in the country which more 
than any other flaunts the banner, “freedom of the press,” is colored, played 
up or played down, is sometimes perverted, sometimes suppressed, and 
sometimes falsified. 


Appendix 2. xt 


INDEX LIBRORUM 
PROHIBITORUM 


The Vatican announced on F ebruary 8, 1966, that Pope Paul VI had abol- 
ished the Curia office which compiles the Index Librorum Prohibitorum. 
Several radical changes have been made. Although the Index will be main- 
tained, authors now will be given a hearing and a bishop from their diocese 
will also be asked to testify, before a decision is made on listing. 

Although this announcement received great and favorable publicity, it is 
of small importance. For many years now only a handful of books have been 
added annually, if that many. The real censorship has for decades been 
vested in the bishops and the priests, and in the United States by the police 
departments which use the banned book lists supplied them by organiza- 
tions controlled by the Church. 

The latest edition of the Index Librorum Prohibitorum, with its small 
supplement of additions, bears on its title page the following words: 


Index Librorum Prohibitorum 
So, 9MID» PIL “XII 
Typus Polyglottis Vaticanis 
MDCCCCXLVIII 
Index Additus Librorum Prohibitorum 
(usique ad diem 5 ian, 1954) 


The first name on the 1954 supplement is that of Jean-Paul Sartre, fol- 
lowed by the words Opera omnia. 27 oct. 1948. 

There is only one page of additions, including these persons and works: 

Moravia, Alberto (pseudonymus). Opera omnia, 1952. v. Pincherle, Al- 
berto. 

Gide, Andre. Opera omnia. 1952. 

In the index proper the first important name is that of Lord Acton, a con- 
vert to Catholicism and an apologist, known best for his famous words, “All 
power tends to corrupt, and absolute power corrupts absolutely.” The refer- 
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ence, page 6, gives the German name of his banned books: Zur Geschichte 
des vaticanischen concils und Sendschreiben an einen deutschen Bischof d. 
vaticanischen Concils. 

No especially important or interesting name or work appears until page 
36: 

Balzac, Honore de. Omnes fabulae amatoriae. 

Henri Bergson’s Creative Evolution and Matter and Memory are listed on 
page 46. On page 58 there is the following line without any explanation: 

Book of common prayer. Decr. 15 maii 1714. 

Giordano Bruno’s ban of 1600 is repeated: Opera omnia (p. 66). 

In 1834 the Memoires of Casanova de Seingalt, Jacques, were banned. In 
1932 the noted Italian historian, Benedetto Croce, had his famous work 
listed; Storia d' Europa nel secolo decimono. 

Under the letter D there are these interesting items: 

D’Alembert, Encyclopedie. 

D’Annunzio. Omnes fabulae amatoriae. Omnia opera dramatica. 

Darwin, Erasmus. Zoonomia. (Charles Darwin is not mentioned ). 

Defoe. History of the Devil. 

Descartes. Meditationes .. . 

Opera philosophica. 
(And other works, a total of seven mentions. ) 

D’Holbach. Seven items listed. 

Dictionnaire philosophique portatif. v. Voltaire. 

Diderot, Denis. v. Encyclopédie ou dictionnaire raisonne des science. 

In 1876 a book entitled History of the conflicts between religion and 
science must have created quite a stir, enough to warrant the notice of the 
Vatican, which lists it, along with its author, John William Draper. 

Dumas, Alexandre (pater). Omnes fabulae amatoriae. 

Dumas, Alexandre (filius ). Ditto. 

These items are about all that are of interest to us—or to me at least— 
on the first 150 pages of the 508-page book. I can find nothing under E. 
These items, from Flaubert to Zola: r 

Flaubert, Gustave. Madame Bovary (and) Salammbo. 

Fogazzaro, Antonio. II santo (and) Leila. 

France, Anatole. Opera omnia. Decr. S.Off. 31 maii 1922. 

Gibbon, Edward. The history of the decline and fall of the Roman empire. 

Goldsmith, Oliver. An abridged history of England.... 

Grotius, Hugo. (Nine listings, including Opera omnia theologica. ) 

Hallam, Henry. The constitutional history of England. ... (and) View 
of the state of Europe during the middle ages. 

Heine, Heinrich. De TAllemagne. De la France. Reisebilder. Neue 
Gedichte. 

Helvétius, Claude-Adrien. De Vhomme. .. . 

Histoire. Under the word History appear several pages of books on the 
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history of the Popes, of the Inquisition, on Henry II and Thomas Becket, 
Louis XIII and Louis XIV, the companions of Jesus, certain countries, 
philosophy, politics, prostitution, “flagellantium de recto et perverso flagorum 
usu apud christianos,” “franc-maconaria,” celibacy, Daniel Defoe’s History 
of the Devil, and many other subjects. 

Hobbes, Thomas. Opera omnia. 

Hume, David. Opera omnia. 

Jansenism and Jesuits, each have a page of listings. The letters I and J 
are intermixed. 

Kant, Immanuel. Kritik der reinen Vernunft. 

La Fontaine, Jean de. Contes et nouvelles en vers. 

Lamartine, Alphonse de. Jocelyn, La chute d'un ange, and Souvenirs . . 

Lang, Andrew. Myth, ritual and religion. 

Launnoius (Launoy) Ionnes. Who was he? There are almost three pages, 
27 citations of the works of this man about whom I’ve never heard, dated 
in the mid-1600’s, all with Latin names, dealing with religious matters. No 
other person has this much space in the Index—but of course the “omnia 
opera’ of many, listed singly, would give them the first place. Voltaire has 
39 citations, but little space. 

Locke, John. An essay concerning humane [sic] understanding. 

Maeterlinck, Maurice. Opera omnia. 

Mill, John Stuart. Principles of political economy. ... 

Montaigne, Michel de. Les essais. 

Pascal, Blaise. Pensées avec les notes de m. Voltaire. (Note: It was the 
Voltaire edition only that was banned. ) 

Priest (The); a tale of modernism in New England; by the author of 
Letters of his holiness pope Pius X. Decr. 22 ian. 1912. v. Letters to h.h.p. 
Piux X. [The punctuation, abbreviation, and capitalization, all arc that of 
the compiler of the Index. ] 

Proudhon, Pierre-Joseph. Opera omnia. 

Ranke, Leopold. Die rémischen Papste, ihre Kirche und ihr Stadt im 
sechzehnten und siebzehnten Jahrhundert. 

Renan, Ernest. 19 citations, including Vie de Jésus. 

(Richardson, Samuel). v. Pamela, or virtue rewarded. 

Rosenberg, Alfred. Der mythus des 20. Jahrhunderts. Decr. S. Off. 7 febr. 
1934. 

Rousseau, Jean-Jacques. Emile, Du contract social, Julie ou la nouvelle 
Héloise, and two letters. 

Sand, George (pseudonyma) Omnes fabulae amatoriae. 

Spinoza, Benedictus de. Opera posthuma. 

(Spinoza, Benedictus de). Tractatus theologico-politicus. 

Stendhal, Henri Beyle de. Omnes fabulae amatoriae. 

(Sterne, Laurence). v. Yorick, A sentimental journey. 

Sue, Eugene. Omnes fabulae amatoriae. 
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Thomas Kempisius. De imitando Christo . . . interprete Sebastiano Castel- 
lione.. . 1723. - 

Voltaire, Francois-Maria Arouet. One and three-quarters pages, 39 cita- 
tions. 

Zola, Emile. Opera omnia. 

Zurcher, Georges. Monks and their decline. Decr. 1 sept. 1898. This is the 
last item. 
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and the Guild reporters, the Communist 
Party and the John Birch Society. 


Seldes chronicles the life and death of 
the courageous newsletter In fact, which 
he co-founded and edited. He tells how 
In fact scooped the world press with 
the exposé of a tie between Wendell 
Willkie and the J. P. Morgan interests; 
he reveals some of In fact’s secret 
sources; he discusses the In fact revela- 
tions about the American Medical As- 
sociation, the National Association of 
Manufacturers, the House Un-American 
Activities Committee (including how In 
fact defeated Martin Dies). And he dis- 
closes the fascinating, tragic inside story 
behind the beginnings of In fact that 
even co-founder George Seldes himself 
did not know until many years later. 


In a carefully documented study, the 
author charts the role of the Vatican in 
world affairs — the vast influence of its 
wealth, its international political inter- 
vention, its censorship activities, its 
Vietnam lobby. 


What are the best — and the worst — 
newspapers in the world? Seldes lists 
them in his unique Honor Roll and Dis- 
honor Roll of the Press. 


“Tell the truth and shame the devil” — 
this is what George Seldes urges. And 
he offers simple, practical proposals for 
securing truthful journalism that will 
appeal to every reader who treasures a 
free and fearless press. 


THE GREAT QUOTATIONS 


Compiled by George Seldes 


Here, for the first time, is a collection of the truly great quotations. 
Here is the fruit of thirty years of searching and researching by George 
Seldes. Here is an authoritative and stimulating book of great import- 
ance. 


Many great ideas are controversial. To avoid controversy, older 
anthologies have sacrificed and censored out some of the most pro- 
vocative concepts of the ages. 


George Seldes has compiled a vital section of these controversial 
ideas—of the words and of the thoughts that have moved mankind. 
He has made The Great Quotations a brilliant wellspring for all who 
seek to enlighten, to encourage, to persuade, or to inspire. 


In these pages, you are offered convenient access to the great 
ideas of the centuries. Teachers, businessmen, lawyers, speakers, 
politicians, ministers, writers, scientists, and serious students of the 
wisdom of mankind will find The Great Quotations a fertile and 
indispensable source of hope, courage, and knowledge. 


Men like Tom Paine, Adams, Jefferson, Lincoln and Washing- 
ton gain new dimension through their fearless expressions of belief. 


Popes and iconoclasts, revolutionaries and rulers, the ragged and 
the wealthy—all are represented. 


Though The Great Quotations is a generally contemporary vol- 
ume, its contents date back to some of the earliest quotations known 
to man. 


The Great Quotations is a monumental work. It is challenging 
and inspirational. It provides a rich sampling of great minds and great 
movements. And it promises to become one of that limited number 
of sourcebooks that are the mainstay of every civilized man and 
woman. 
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